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ABSTRACT
Arakawa, Lee. Comparing collegiate coaches’ and players’ perceptions of the coaches’
multicultural competence. Published Doctor of Philosophy dissertation, University of
Northern Colorado, 2022.

The coaching effectiveness model developed by Horn (2008) describes cultural context
as a backdrop that forms beliefs, perceptions, and behaviors displayed by sport coaches. Sue et
al.’s (1992) multicultural competencies model stresses the value of awareness, knowledge, and
skills used in all service fields to strengthen cross-cultural relationships. Therefore, multicultural
competence has been identified from these models as a critical component of effective sport
coaching. Despite the growing importance of multicultural competencies expressed by, and for,
sport coaches (Mesquita et al., 2011; Santos et al., 2010), there remains limited understanding of
how coaches obtain and apply multiculturally competent behaviors and skills into their practice
and how these behaviors are perceived by their athletes. Therefore, the purpose of this study was
to (1) highlight the importance of multicultural competence in the area of sport coaching and (2)
contribute to the lack of multicultural competence research in sport coaching by considering
athletes’ perceptions as well as coaches’ perceptions of coaches’ multicultural competence. To
do this, the researcher of this study utilized a quantitative survey design to compare athletes’ and
coaches’ perceptions of the coaches’ multicultural competence from 19 college teams to
determine if coaches rated themselves differently than the athletes perceived their coach to be.
Results indicated that collegiate sport coaches rated themselves significantly lower than their
athletes rated them. In addition, the results revealed that coaches rated themselves lowest in
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terms of their ability to coach transgender athletes. Future work is needed to implement and
evaluate the effectiveness of training interventions to help coaches become more multiculturally
competent.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
On July 30, 2020, the National Basketball Association (NBA) resumed their season after
suspending operations nearly four months earlier due to the COVID-19 pandemic. It seemed to
signal the beginning of normalcy, but a closer look would reveal that it was anything but normal.
The words “Black Lives Matter” were painted on the courts, messages of social justice were on
the back of players’ jerseys, and prior to the start of the game, players and coaching staff knelt
for eight min and 46 s (Davis, 2020), the amount of time that Minnesota police officer Derek
Chauvin kneeled on the neck of George Floyd. George Floyd was a Black man who died as a
result of these actions by officer Chauvin. Floyd’s death, along with the deaths of Breonna
Taylor, Stephon Clark, Philandro Castile, Alton Sterling, Walter Scott, Tamir Rice, Michael
Brown, and Eric Garner represent marks on the dark timeline in American history of major
incidents involving police officers which resulted in the deaths of Black Americans (British
Broadcasting Corporation [BBC], 2021).
When it came time for the NBA to resume its season, the players decided to use their
platforms as professional athletes to spread messages of justice and equality much to the disdain
of those who believe they should just “shut up and dribble” (Sullivan, 2018, para. 7). These same
people would like to believe that societal issues and sport do not mix, but that simply is not the
case. Sport does not exist in a vacuum divorced from the wider historical, social, political or
economic realities (McKay, 1991). In fact, as a social construction, sport is often mentioned as a
microcosm of larger society (Coakley, 2009; Day et al., 2012). According to McKay (1991),
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“Sport is seen both to shape and be shaped by the inequalities of gender, class, age, and race
which pervade all other spheres of society” (p. 16). This act of social injustice and the response
to this event from those in the sports world demonstrates that issues of inequality in sport exist
and must be a focal point for change moving forward.
Background of the Problem
Increasing Diversity
The United States (US) is growing and transitioning into a more diverse country (Woods,
2004). In 2020, the United States Census Bureau (Jones et al., 2021) released data revealing that
while the White population remained the largest ethnic group in the US, with 204.3 million
people identifying as White alone, this population has decreased by 8.6% since 2010.
Meanwhile, nearly all other groups have seen population gains since 2010, especially those who
identify in the Two or More Races population, which had a 276% increase since 2010. In
addition, the Hispanic or Latino population grew by 23% between 2010 and 2020. The Asian
alone population grew by 35.5% between 2010 and 2020 and the Black alone population grew
5.6% over the same time period. These data show that by just looking at ethnicity, it is clear that
the US population is becoming more diverse. What happened to George Floyd is only one
example of the social inequalities that exist and need to be addressed. These issues exist all
throughout our society, including sport, and coaches need to be aware of these issues and learn
what they can do to make a difference in their sport and with their athletes.
Sport Coaching
In sport, coaches are noted as significant figures who are responsible for numerous
outcomes relevant to an athlete’s development and performance (Kassim & Boardley, 2018).
First off, coaches maintain a wide variety of roles including motivator, communicator, leader,
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teacher, facilitator, planner, mentor, supporter, strategist, and character builder (Carter & Bloom,
2009; Martens, 1987). In addition, coaches are responsible for developing athletes’ mental,
physical, technical, and tactical abilities (Becker, 2009). Due to the significance of their role and
the influence they have on their athletes, it has been noted that it is also the responsibility of the
sport coach to promote inclusivity and equality among their athletes through the process of
coaching (Burden & Lambie, 2011).
In intercollegiate athletes, coaches assume all of the previously mentioned roles, but they
have additional roles including recruiter, program figurehead, university representative,
spokesperson, and fundraiser. Coaches of athletes playing at intercollegiate levels must also
navigate the unique challenge of building trust and cohesion within a team of individuals with
diverse social and cultural backgrounds (Plessis, 2012). Individual differences in norms,
behavior, and communication styles related to culture can cause misunderstanding, conflict, and
poor team performance (Gong et al., 2001). Consequently, collegiate coaches must overcome
these issues and complexities to enable their team to perform cohesively. Therefore, it is
paramount to the success of the team that the coach develops multicultural competence (Bell &
Riol, 2017).
Multicultural Competence
Sue and Sue (2013) defined multiculturally competent professionals as those who are
aware of their own worldview, understand the worldviews of those from different social and
cultural backgrounds, and can develop and implement appropriate, relevant, and sensitive
policies and practices when working with diverse collections of people. Multicultural
competence first gained attention in the counseling profession, where it was determined to be
one of the most important topics in the helping and human service professions. At the time, Sue

4
et al. (1992) suggested that professionals who do not have competence in working with
individuals from various cultural backgrounds could be working unethically and therefore could
be harmful to their clients. Since then, the value of multicultural competence has been
recognized in more fields, including applied psychology, psychiatry, social work, counseling,
health care, and education (Pope-Davis et al., 2003).
The original conceptualization of multicultural competence was a framework that
consisted of three components: awareness, knowledge, and skills (Sue et al., 1992). Awareness
refers to the mindset of professionals about minority groups as well as the responsibility
professionals have to check their biases and stereotypes, develop a positive attitude toward
multicultural perspectives, and recognize ways in which personal biases and values can affect
multicultural relationships. Knowledge is the understanding professionals have of their own
worldview, their specific knowledge of cultural groups, and their understanding of sociopolitical
influences on multicultural relationships. Lastly, skills refers to the specific abilities that are
necessary to work with minority groups.
When discussing diversity, it is essential to understand that many diversity-based
identities exist, which includes, but is not limited to, the following: race, ethnicity, and minority;
sex and gender; sexual orientation, gender identity, and gender expression; religion; and social
class (Cunningham, 2019). Some of these identities are easily and readily observable. However,
most of them are not visible and are unidentifiable unless disclosed by the individual (Rhodes &
Gelman, 2009). Furthermore, each identity of diversity faces unique challenges of bias and
hurdles towards inclusion that have negative behavioral and health outcomes for minority
populations (Bourgois et al., 2017). These negative effects include physical and psychological
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health issues (Assari et al., 2017; Logie et al., 2018), suicidality (Seelman, 2016), and poor work
performance (O’Brien et al., 2016), making multicultural competence particularly important.
As society becomes increasingly diverse and intergroup contacts continue to rise, most
coaches are certain to work with athletes from other cultures and social backgrounds. Therefore,
multicultural competence is not a luxury; it is a necessity. Unfortunately, there is a shortage of
studies available to direct the informed creation of opportunities for learning and tools tailored
for sport coaches in order to incorporate multicultural competence into their applied practices
and gain a better understanding of how multicultural competence influences their relationship
with the athlete (Burden & Lambie, 2011). More specifically, there is a need for research that
examines athlete perceptions of coaching behaviors in regard to multicultural competence as
research in sport has identified the importance of athlete perceptions relative to coaches’ selfreports of coaching behaviors. Additionally, research in other fields have measured perceptions
of multicultural competence and found mixed results.
The studies that were done in educational settings with teachers and students (Gill et al.,
2005; Vincent & Torres, 2015) found consistent results. For example, Gill et al. (2005)
performed a study with physical educators and their students. The researchers gathered data
about teachers’ self-report and students’ perceptions in regard to the teachers’ multicultural
competence. The data from the teachers and students revealed a high degree of congruency
between the teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the teachers’ multicultural competence.
In addition, another study was done with supervisors and their students (Pope-Davis et
al., 1999) that found similar results. Pope-Davis et al. (1999) specifically examined graduate
counseling programs that offered at least one multicultural counseling course. These courses
placed an emphasis on the supervisor and supervisee relationship. The researchers collected data
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on the supervisees’ perceptions of the multicultural competence of their supervisor and also
collected data on the supervisors’ perceptions of their own multicultural competence. Upon
analyzing the data, the researchers concluded that supervisors and supervisees did not differ
significantly in their ratings of the supervisors’ multicultural competence (Pope-Davis et al.,
1999).
However, Vincent and Torres (2015) explored perceptions of multicultural competence in
rural agriculture schools and found different results. Teachers and students from ten ethnically
diverse agricultural schools in rural areas completed questionnaires that provided data on the
teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the teacher’s multicultural competence. The data showed
that the students actually perceived their teachers’ multicultural competence to be higher than
what the teachers rated themselves. Altogether, these studies demonstrate that there tends to be
inconsistencies when comparing perceptions of multicultural competence.
Statement of Problem
The Need for Multicultural Competence
Research in Sport Coaching
Given the increasing diversity in college athletics, traditional coaching methods are no
longer appropriate if they do not account for sociocultural diversity differences that exist within
the coach-athlete relationships (Passmore, 2009). In order to build team cohesion and inclusivity,
coaches must develop multicultural competence to enable them to effectively and appropriately
work with a diverse array of athletes (Horn, 2008). Despite the relevance of multicultural
competence for sport coaches, little research has been done on the topic in sport (Mesquita et al.,
2011). The research on multicultural interactions that has been conducted in athletic
environments is scarce and certainly does not align with the changing diversity in college
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athletics (Popp et al., 2010). Specifically, it is important that research is conducted that focuses
on the athletes and how they perceive their coach’s behavior (Kassim & Boardley, 2018).
The Importance of Athlete Perceptions
of Coaching Behaviors
Effective coaches are those who are able to have a positive influence on their athletes via
their coaching behaviors (Horn, 2002). However, the behaviors and actions from a coach are
only given meaning and value based on how they are perceived by athletes. Therefore, it is
ultimately the athletes’ perceptions of their coach’s behaviors that mediates the relationship
between coaching behaviors and athlete outcomes such as motivation, performance, behavior,
beliefs, attitudes, and evaluative reactions (Horn, 2002). Furthermore, the perceptions athletes
have of their coaches may influence the athletes’ satisfaction with the team dynamic, which can
create an environment that is not conducive to the success of the team when that satisfaction is
low (Kavussanu et al., 2008).
A number of studies in sport have demonstrated a pattern of coaches perceiving
themselves and their coaching behaviors more highly and positively than their athletes’
perceptions of the coach and their behaviors. This pattern has been identified when measuring
perceptions of coaching effectiveness (Boardley et al., 2008, 2015; Boardley & Kavussanu,
2009; Broodryk et al., 2014; Kavussanu et al., 2008; Kenow & Williams, 1992; Vargas-Tonsing
et al., 2004), coaching efficacy (Short & Short, 2004), training load (Brink et al., 2014), and
motivational climate (Møllerløkken et al., 2017; Rocchi & Pelletier, 2018). These studies
establish that a clear discrepancy can exist between how coaches view their own behaviors and
how athletes view their coach’s behaviors. These studies also show that these discrepancies can
have negative influences on the athlete and team outcomes.
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In the only sport-based study to date to measure perceptions of multicultural competence,
Wurst (2018) examined coaches’ perceptions of their own multicultural competence. The
researcher specifically examined collegiate coaches’ views of their experiences of multicultural
interactions with international student athletes. The study included survey and interview data
from 30 active collegiate coaches. The findings revealed that coaches felt most competent and
confident in their ability to assess the behavioral and learning needs of their athletes of low
socioeconomic status. Low socioeconomic status was followed by males, non-heterosexuals,
English as second language learners, females, and recent immigrants. Lastly, coaches reported
that they felt most limited in their ability to assess the behavioral and learning needs of their
transgender athletes. Overall, a high percentage of the coaches reported a high rating of their
ability to coach and assess the needs of student athletes from culturally diverse backgrounds.
It must be noted that coaches’ perceptions of their own behaviors do not always match
the perceptions of their athletes (Rocchi & Pelletier, 2018); therefore, it is also important to take
into consideration athletes’ perceptions of coaches’ multicultural competence and the congruence
or conflict of the athletes’ and coach’s perceptions. Such an investigation could potentially
highlight the importance of involving athletes in the development of coach education approaches
to issues of social justice in sport that ought to be introduced to resolve the nuanced and
sometimes hidden forms of inequality in today's sport and societal context.
Statement of Purpose
The purpose of this study was to (1) highlight the importance of multicultural
competence in the area of sport coaching and (2) contribute to the lack of multicultural
competence research in sport coaching by considering athletes’ perceptions as well as coaches’
perceptions of coaches’ multicultural competence. To do this, the researcher compared athletes’
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and coaches’ perceptions of the coaches’ multicultural competence to determine if coaches rated
themselves differently than their athletes perceived them to be. In view of the scarcity of research
examining the congruency or discrepancy of athletes’ and coaches’ perceptions of the coach’s
multicultural competence, this research stands to assist coaches, coach developers, and coach
educators to understand multicultural interactions and improve the application of multicultural
competency in an ever-changing athletic environment. The collection and analysis of coach and
athlete perceptions data provides a better basis from which to understand the following research
questions and hypotheses:
Q1

How consistent are collegiate athletes’ perceptions of the collegiate coach’s
multicultural competence within the same team?

H1

Athletes’ perceptions of the coach’s multicultural competence will be consistent
amongst teammates from the same collegiate team.

Q2

To what degree are collegiate coaches’ perceptions of their multicultural
competence congruent with their athletes’ perceptions?

H2

Collegiate coaches’ perceptions of their multicultural competence will differ
significantly from their athletes’ perceptions.

Q3

Are there greater discrepancies between collegiate coaches’ perceptions and
athletes’ perceptions of the coaches’ multicultural competence when considering
different identities of diversity (e.g., race, gender, sexuality, religion, social
class)?

H3

There will be greater discrepancies between certain identities of diversity (e.g.,
race, gender, sexuality, religion, social class) based on athletes’ and coaches’
perceptions of the collegiate coach’s multicultural competence.

The results from this study extend the literature on multicultural competence in sport
coaching to determine if any perception differences exist between a coach and their athletes with
regard to multicultural competence. The comparison between coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions
of the coach’s multicultural competence also gives an indication of the current level of
multicultural competence that exists amongst college-level coaches. The results also reflect and
highlight the value of the athletes’ perception regarding their coach’s multicultural competence,
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which in turn means that the field can better understand how athletes feel about their coach’s
level of multicultural competence. In addition, the results provide college athletics programs a
means to evaluate coaching multicultural competence and compare their results with the results
from this study. It also aids researchers in the advancement of coach development and education.
Overall, the findings from this research have the potential to do the following: improve coaching
practices; better inform coaching education and development; and unearth areas of particular
strength and weakness within multicultural competence for sport coaches.

11

CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
The focus of Chapter 2 is to review the research literature associated on the topics of
diversity, inclusion, bias, and, more specifically, multicultural competence. The chapter also
includes sections on the issues of diversity in college athletics and the role of the sport coach in
managing these issues. Also included in this chapter is a comprehensive review of the
importance of athletes’ perceptions of coaching behaviors and a review of research that
compares perceptions of coach behaviors and multicultural competence in other professions,
such as teaching and supervising.
The Role of the Sport Coach
We know from research over the years that sport coaches play an important role in the
performance and overall experience for sport participants (Gilbert & Trudel, 2004; Jowett, 2017;
Szabo, 2012). Coaches must consider more than just the physical aspects as part of their role;
they must also focus on the emotional and mental wellbeing of their athletes (Gilbert & Trudel,
2004). More specifically, research has demonstrated that coaches are more effective when they
are able to form these holistic relationships with their athletes as it enables both the athlete and
coach to develop, grow, and succeed together (Jowett, 2017).
In sport, a quality relationship between the coach and the athlete that is developed and
maintained over the course of the sporting partnership defines coaching effectiveness and
success (Jowett, 2017). Côté and Gilbert (2009) provided an integrated definition of effective
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coaching based on the large body of coaching research as “the consistent application of
integrated professional, interpersonal, and intrapersonal knowledge to improve athletes’
competence, confidence, connection, and character in specific coaching contexts” (p. 316).
Within this definition, coaching knowledge is divided into professional or specialized knowledge
for sport, interpersonal knowledge for connecting appropriately and effectively with others (e.g.,
athletes, coaches, support staff, and parents), and intrapersonal knowledge for self-reflection and
self-awareness allowing continued learning. This definition of effective coaching is foundational
to understanding how coaches can foster successful relationships with their athletes. Athletes’
outcomes are further understood in terms of their technical, tactical, and performance skills;
positive self-worth; ability to connect with others; and their ability to display respect, integrity,
and responsibility. As such, effective coaching requires the coach to perform a number of tasks,
including but not limited to teaching, preparing, directing, and providing athletes with support
(International Council for Coaching Excellence [ICCE], 2013).
The International Sports Coaching Framework (ICCE, 2013) further divides these
coaching tasks, based on the previous definition, into six key sequential functions: (1) setting the
vision and strategy, (2) shaping the environment, (3) building relationships, (4) conducting
practices, (5) reading and reacting to the field, and (6) learning and reflecting. These functions
are intended to direct and provide coaches with the tools and information they need to improve
and become more productive and effective. In particular, coaches are encouraged to prioritize
positive experiences and overall athlete growth rather than simply wins and losses (European
Commission, 2012; Henry, 2013). In order to accomplish this effectively and have positive
relationships with athletes, sport coaches have the responsibility to consider the personal,
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emotional, cultural, and social identity of their athletes that are of increasing importance in
today’s coaching environments (Cassidy et al., 2015).
Horn’s Model of Coaching Effectiveness
Horn’s model of coaching effectiveness (2008: see Figure 1) establishes the sociocultural
context to be a factor that contributes to sport coaches’ expectancies, values, and behaviors, all of
which have a direct impact on coach and athlete behaviors and perceptions. The model of
coaching effectiveness provides an outline of factors that affect or determine the coach’s
behavior as well as the way in which the coach’s behavior can affect the performance and
psychological growth and development of the athletes.
Figure 1
Horn’s Model of Coaching Effectiveness
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Coaches’ Behaviors
According to the model, such factors as the sociocultural context (box 1), the
organizational climate (box 2), and the coaches’ own personal characteristics (box 3) come
together to determine the behaviors that coaches will exhibit (box 5). This behavior from coaches
will then not only have a direct effect on the athletes’ performance and behavior, but also an
indirect effect, which is illustrated on the right side of the model (box 5 and 7 through 10). This
indirect effect of coaching behavior on athletes is influenced by athletes’ personal characteristics
(box 7); athletes’ perceptions, interpretations, and evaluation of their coaches’ behavior (box 8);
athletes’ self-perceptions, beliefs, and attitudes (box 9); and athletes’ level and type of
motivation (box 10).
Moreover, in the model (Horn, 2008), coaches’ behaviors are directly influenced by
coaches’ expectancies, values, goals, and beliefs, especially their stereotype-based beliefs.
Specifically, coaches who hold strong stereotypical beliefs surrounding gender, race, sexuality,
and other social identities might behave differently toward certain athletes. For example, coaches
who hold certain gender-stereotypical beliefs may also hold homophobic views. Such coaches of
male athletes might act positively toward athletes who fit the masculine stereotype (e.g., have
broad shoulders, possess a muscular body shape, and act in aggressive ways) but act negatively
toward the male athletes who don’t fit this masculine stereotype (e.g., are slenderer and do not
consistently act in what the coach believes to be gender-appropriate ways). Along those same
lines, gender-biased and homophobic (i.e., personal attitude or belief characterized by dislike for,
or fear of, homosexually identified individuals) coaches of female athletes may act more
positively toward females on their team who fit the feminine stereotype (e.g., athletes who have
boyfriends, wear their hair long, and dress off the court or field in more feminine-type clothing)
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than they would with female athletes who do not. Similarly, race-related stereotypes exist in
sport contexts including notions that Black athletes are naturally gifted in particular sports (e.g.,
basketball, sprinting events) and are more competent in physical capabilities (e.g., speed,
reaction time) whereas White athletes are more competent in mental capabilities (e.g., decision
making). Coaches who hold stereotypes and biases might treat certain groups of athletes
differently than others making those stereotypes and biases an important component of coaching
effectiveness, something that coaches need to be aware of and be able to address (Horn, 2008).
Equally important as the coach’s behavior is how that behavior is perceived by the athletes.
Athletes’ Perceptions
In the model of coaching effectiveness, Horn (2008) asserts that athletes may perceive or
interpret the coaches’ behavior and that these individualized perceptions and interpretations of
the coaches’ behavior are what actually affect the athletes’ self-perceptions, beliefs, and attitudes
(e.g., their self-confidence, perceptions of competence, self-esteem, and attributional beliefs).
Such self-perceptions, beliefs, and attitudes, in turn, influence the motivation of athletes as well
as their performance and behavior. The model of coaching effectiveness (Horn, 2008) further
depicts that the effectiveness of different types of coaching behaviors are mediated by both
situational and individual difference variables. Specifically, sport contextual variables (e.g.,
competitive level, type of sport) and athlete variables (e.g., age, skill level) mediate the direct
link between the coaches’ behavior and the athletes’ performance and behavior. Similarly,
athletes’ personal characteristics (e.g., age, gender, psychological traits, and dispositions) and the
sociocultural context influence athletes’ perceptions and interpretations of their coaches’
behavior. This means that athletes’ perceptions of coaching behaviors plays a huge role in the
success of a coach-athlete relationship and is something that coaches must be considerate of.
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Furthermore, Horn’s model (2008) indicates a shift in the field recognizing that effective
coaching behaviors will and should vary.
As Smoll and Smith (1989) state, “the ultimate effects of coaching behaviors are
mediated by the meaning that players attribute to them” (p. 1527). Therefore, according to the
model of coaching effectiveness (Horn, 2008), it is critically important for coaches to be aware
of their own stereotypical beliefs and biases and more importantly how their behaviors are
perceived and interpreted especially as they work with a diverse array of athletes. The awareness
of stereotypical beliefs, biases, and discrimination is particularly relevant in college athletics
where sport teams tend to be comprised of athletes with a wide range of cultural and social
identities, which too often leads to issues of diversity.
Issues of Diversity in College Athletics
Given the shifting dynamics of culture in the United States of America (US) and the
growing globalization of the sports industry, it is important that practitioners of sport coaching,
coach education, and coach development understand cultural diversity. Diversity among athletes,
sports, and training competition environments are significantly increasing within the US, and this
is especially true in collegiate athletic programs where there is a consistent increase in the
number of participants from a variety of sociocultural backgrounds (Popp et al., 2009; Ryba et
al., 2013).
When athletic programs become more socially and culturally diverse, coaches face the
challenge of interacting and engaging with athletes from different backgrounds effectively and
ethically. Coaches unable to adjust to these evolving trends in the population are likely to find
that their ideas about race, ethnicity, gender, sexuality, religion, and socioeconomic status can
unintentionally evoke tensions in their relationships with athletes (Coakley, 2009). In the current
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context of the US, this is particularly significant because disputes between coaches and their
athletes and cases of unethical conduct by some coaches have received extensive media attention
in recent years (Burden & Lambie, 2011). According to Burden and Lambie (2011), the most
often documented and witnessed disputes typically include the following actions by coaches:
overt or subtle racial and ethnic bias; positional stacking based on racial and ethnic stereotypes
about innate athletic ability; sexism and gender stereotyping; homophobia and intolerance of
alternative sexual identities; and intolerance and bias against certain religious beliefs.
The following paragraphs further explore diversity-related issues between coaches and
athletes. Black and other ethnic minority athletes have recorded explicit and implicit racial or
ethnic discrimination perceived predominantly by White coaches who are indifferent to, or
demean, their culture or racial heritage (Hodge et al., 2008; Lawrence, 2005; Massao & Fasting,
2010; Melendez, 2008). Related tensions have occurred when coaches do not understand that
they participate in positional stacking, which is the assigning of athletes to certain playing
positions based on perceived inherent athletic abilities stemming from assumptions or
stereotypes about physical or intellectual abilities that they consider to be shared by all members
of a single racial or ethnic population (Coakley, 2009; Harrison et al., 2004; Rasmussen et al.,
2005). Stacking could lead to controversy and even allegations of racism by athletes (Burden &
Lambie, 2011). When coaches and athletic department employees tolerate, cover up, or ignore
these types of coaching behaviors, disputes are compounded and sometimes pushed underground
where they assume even more destructive meanings (Ruggiero & Lattin, 2008). It is therefore
important for coaches to be conscious of their own bias and racial or ethnic identity and
experience and how their attitudes, values, and behavior are influenced by this identity and
experience.
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Sexism and gender stereotyping encompass a range of actions by coaches that can be
subtle yet damaging. Sexism and gender stereotyping typically occur when coaches identify
gender appropriate or inappropriate sports and perceive male and female athletes as more or less
masculine or feminine depending on which sports they participate in (Alley & Hicks, 2005, p.
274). Conflict is possible when coaches are not conscious of the subtle ways in which this
happens, most typically when working with female athletes. To prevent practices and policies
that may be viewed as sexist or based on stereotypes, dialogue about these challenges is needed.
In recent years, conflicts linked to insensitivity or lack of knowledge of sexual identity
issues have been widespread. Athletes who are gay, homosexual, bisexual, and transgender are
particularly alert to the remarks or acts of coaches that oppress, marginalize, or demean them.
These remarks or acts by coaches impair trust and communication in coach-athlete relationships
and impede coaches from communicating with athletes efficiently and responsibly (Anderson,
2005; Martens, 2004). Therefore, it is important for coaches to understand sex and gender
diversity and create an environment through their coaching that is inclusive and safe.
Finally, the increasing diversity of religious beliefs and traditions can also present
difficulties for coaches, based on their own experiences and beliefs. It is important for coaches to
be aware of how various religious beliefs may impact an athlete’s conformity with coaches’ rules
and team norms. A coach’s lack of knowledge on these issues may cause serious conflicts on a
team (Idleman, 2001). For example, a coach may be accused of religious intolerance or prejudice
if an athlete is reprimanded for missing a practice or competition because of a formal religious
belief or commitment. Therefore, coaches need to be considerate of and sensitive to their
athletes’ religious beliefs.
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Impact of National Collegiate Athletic
Association on Diversity in
College Athletics
The National Collegiate Athletic Association’s (NCAA) structure and policies further
complicate issues of diversity in college athletics. The NCAA is an American rules-making body
and scholarship organization for college sports mainly in the US, with some Canadian member
colleges. Each year, team members depart after graduation and new members join the team as
incoming freshmen. In addition, team members are bound by NCAA rules to play for no more
than four years (which must be completed within the first five years after full-time study begins)
and must begin their college career after graduating high school (National Collegiate Athletic
Association [NCAA], 2020). Therefore, teams typically consist of entry/early-level or first-year
student-athletes, with no mid- or senior-level team members with more than four years on the
team to maintain continuity or provide guidance to the newer team members through the teambuilding process. Nor do the team members have any professional experience, as according to
the NCAA Eligibility Center, all team members must enter college as certified amateurs in their
sport (NCAA, 2020). Due to this turnover rate, coaches are the ones who are responsible for the
continuity of the team’s values and principles.
In addition to the lack of continuity, college athletes tend to all be young adults who have
relatively recently graduated from high school, and they may have little or no experience
working together on a culturally diverse team (e.g., a mixture of athletes with different racial
backgrounds, sexual orientations, religious beliefs) though they may be competing on teams with
people of the same gender and similar age. These athletes tend to come from relatively
homogeneous groups and so often arrive on college campuses with little background in the
complexities of engaging and collaborating with others in a culturally diverse environment
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(Chapman & Van Auken, 2001). This means that coaches must find a way to build cohesion and
a sense of unity amongst the team.
In order to build a well-managed team, a team with a common identity that supersedes
individual identity issues and helps the team to achieve its goal of winning games, the coach’s
essential task is, therefore, to interact effectively across cultures. Dealing with these differences
is one of the biggest obstacles facing coaches today. Passmore (2009) noted:
Be it coaching or any job, we need to interact with others who are different to us. …The
cultural differences between individuals increases the complexity of the leadership role,
and adds to the individual differences between us all, which leaders need to consider. (p.
5)
This suggests that today's coaches must be able to unpack these social and cultural nuances and
deal with different athletes sensitively. Traditional coaching and coaching methods are no longer
successful if they do not take into account sociocultural complexity in relation to coach-athlete
relationships.
While the composition of the athletes throughout the teams themselves may be diverse, a
majority of NCAA head coaches categorize themselves as White males, meaning that inevitably
these coaches are communicating across their own culture. More specifically, according to data
collected from the NCAA for the 2019-2020 academic year, 63% of the athletes in men’s and
women’s sports identify as White while the other 37% identified as Black and Other. Despite
ethnic minorities making up 37% of the population of the athletes, 85% of the head coaches in
men’s sports are White, and 84% of the head coaches in women’s sports are White. This means
that a majority of head coaches are likely to be working with athletes who are not the same
ethnicity as themselves. Similarly, 56% of all NCAA athletes are listed as male, and 44% are
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listed as female. However, in men’s sports, 94% of the head coaches are male, and in women’s
sports 59% of the head coaches are male (NCAA, 2020). This means that in women’s sports,
more than half of the head coaches are males coaching athletes of a different gender. NCAA
coaches are thereby likely to be coaching a team of individuals with different cultural and social
identities from their own and must find a way to build trust and form a cohesive team.
It is important to note that while these issues exist within NCAA athletics, they are not
exclusive to only the NCAA. Similar policies and dynamics create the same problems within
other governing bodies of college athletics such as the National Association of Intercollegiate
Athletics (NAIA) and the National Junior College Athletic Association (NJCAA).
The increase of diversity within athletics highlights the need for effective multicultural
competence by coaches. This is further exacerbated by the nature and structure of the college
sport system that the majority of their incoming players may come from relatively homogenous
communities and may be either unfamiliar or inexperienced with working constructively with
peers from different backgrounds (Orfield, 2009). As athletes are brought together from different
communities, the cultural and social identities coaches may encounter include variations in race,
ethnicity, gender, sexuality, religion, and socioeconomic status (Coakley, 2009). In order to
respond to these challenges, it is important that coaches develop and improve their multicultural
competence.
Multicultural Competence
Multicultural competence has emerged as one of the most important and widely discussed
topics in the helping and human service professions. Throughout current research and literature
on diversity and inclusion, the terms cultural competence, multicultural competence, crosscultural competence, sociocultural competence are used interchangeably in reference to the same
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concept. This itself could potentially pose an issue requiring consensus on a singular and
universally used term, but for the sake of this study, the term multicultural competence will be
used. Applied psychology, psychiatry, social work, counseling, health care, and education are
among the many professions that acknowledge the importance of multicultural competence.
While each of these specialties have contributed to the conversation, the most significant
contributions to understanding and promoting the relevance of multicultural competence have
come from counseling psychology (Pope-Davis et al., 2003). The topic originated from the Vail
Conference of 1973, which launched an important discussion regarding psychological practice
and cultural diversity (Korman, 1974). Stemming from the discussion was the consensus that
providing professional services to culturally diverse individuals is unethical if the counselor is
not competent within the appropriate cultural context. In such cases, breakdowns in
communication were thought to occur in counseling due to the counselor’s inability to clearly
understand cultural messages from the client and communicate culturally appropriate
information to the client. At the time, it was also pointed out that the values of traditional
counseling practices in the US could conflict with the values of individuals from Third World
groups, and that these traditional values could distort communications by both clients and
counselors in multicultural counseling (Sue & Sue, 1977). Since that time, the topic gained
interest and support in applied psychology and related fields, which eventually culminated in the
idea of multicultural competence. Multicultural competence is the ability to engage in behavior
or establish conditions that maximize the optimum development of individuals or team systems
(Sue & Sue, 2013). This is developed through the acquisition of awareness, skill, and knowledge
required by a person to work effectively in a pluralistic society and through the effective creation
of new ideas, practices, policies, and organizational structures at the organizational/societal level
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that are more responsive to all groups (Sue, 2001). When initially conceptualized within the
historical and sociopolitical context of the US, multiculturalism referred to race, ethnicity, and
culture, focusing on four racial-ethnic minority groups (Asian, Black, Hispanic, Native American
and groups who have historically resided in the continental US and its territories) while diversity
referred to dimensions of personal identity and individual differences (Arrendondo & Glauner,
1992). In the early 1990’s, Sue et al. (1992) called attention to the diversification of the US as
evidenced by a growing multiracial, multicultural, and multilingual society. Reflecting the 21st
century demographic profile of the US, Sue and Sue (2013) broadened the term multiculturalism
to include more ethnicities, religions, sexualities, genders, and more.
There are three major components of multicultural competence: awareness of one’s own
worldview, knowledge and awareness of the worldview of the culturally diverse individual, and
the use of culturally appropriate intervention skills and strategies. According to Sue and Sue
(2013), factors like age, gender, and income help to form a framework of ideas and beliefs
through which people interpret the world and interact in it. The terms awareness, skills, and
knowledge as they apply to multicultural competence have several different definitions. The
definitions presented below have been adapted by researchers from Sue and Sue’s (2013)
Multicultural Competency Model. Awareness is the extent to which the practitioner understands
the “self and others as cultural beings, their attitudes and biases, and the need to create culturally
sensitive learning environments for all participants” (Spanierman et al., 2010, p. 445). Skills is
the extent to which practitioners engage in behaviors that are culturally congruent and sensitive
with diverse cultures; use culturally relevant resources; and seek to eradicate “oppressive,
stereotypical and prejudicial attitudes and behaviors” (Preito, 2012, p. 50). Knowledge is defined
as the extent to which the practitioner understands “culturally responsive pedagogy and
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instructional strategies related to diverse populations, major sociohistorical and current
sociopolitical realities, and cultural dynamics that may affect between- and within-group
differences” (Spanierman et al., 2010, p. 445). Each of these components (awareness, skills, and
knowledge) is important when discussing multicultural competency according to Sue and Sue
(2013), and Sue et al. (Sue et al., 1996).
The process of achieving multicultural competence is an ongoing one whereby a coach is
able to obtain specific multicultural information and be able to apply that knowledge within their
practices to better accommodate culturally diverse athletes’ needs (Campinha-Bacote, 2002). It is
also necessary to consider that multicultural competence exists on a continuum (Bennett, 1993;
Cross, 1988). Cross et al. (1989) describe the continuum of cultural competence as moving from
the lowest level of cultural destructiveness to the highest level of cultural competence (Cross et
al., 1989; Vealey & Chase, 2016): cultural destructiveness is characterized by policies, actions,
and beliefs that are damaging to cultures (e.g., exclusion of girls from sport, ridiculing gay and
lesbian athletes; making racist, sexist, or homophobic comments); cultural incapacity is not
intending to be culturally destructive, but lacking the ability to respond effectively to diverse
people (e.g., bias in hiring practices, lower effort or performance standards for female athletes,
stereotyping Black athletes to play certain sport positions); cultural blindness is the philosophy
of being unbiased and that all people are the same (e.g., encouraging assimilation, blaming
individuals for not fitting in, expecting all athletes to wear clothes and hairstyles of the dominant
culture); cultural precompetence is having the desire but no clear plan to achieve cultural
competence (e.g., inviting a female to be assistant coach, but not incorporating her into team
planning or involving her in any decision making); and cultural competence is respect and
recognition for diversity, genuine understanding of cultural differences (e.g., seek training and
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knowledge to prevent biases from affecting work, collaborating with diverse communities,
willingness to make adaptations, continued training, and commitment to work effectively with
diverse groups).
Cross et al. (1989) also describe several conditions that help individuals and agencies
move along this continuum: (1) diversity is valued, (2) cultural biases are understood and
acknowledged, (3) an unbiased consciousness of the dynamics when cultures interact is sought,
(4) development of cultural knowledge occurs, and (5) the ability to adapt is cultivated. As
coaches strive to move along the continuum that multicultural competence exists on, it is
important to consider that movement along the continuum is not linear because there are multiple
domains (awareness, knowledge, and skill) and identities of diversity. To this point, Burden and
Lambie (2011) highlight that coaches may have a high level of cultural competence in one
domain and a low level in a different domain (e.g., sociocultural knowledge vs self-awareness)
and/or be competent in working with one group of athletes and incompetent in coaching another
group of athletes (e.g., racially diverse athletes vs sexual minority athletes). Therefore, coaches
should gauge their cultural competence across the different sociocultural identities and focus on
continuous growth and progress in all areas.
Schinke and Moore (2011) further outline that becoming multiculturally competent
requires obtaining sufficient training in specific attitudes, behaviors, and policies that respect the
unique and changing nature of both the individual and larger groups. Moving toward
multicultural competence, they explain, is not simply about saying that one values diversity, but
also involves: (a) formally gaining knowledge of cultures and cultural differences; (b) imbedding
this knowledge into the employment of techniques and strategies; (c) understanding how issues
of diversity can impact the interpersonal dynamic; (d) willingly being reﬂective practitioners; (e)
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warding against taking cultural considerations too far, overgeneralizing, and making assumptions
that because an individual has certain cultural afﬁliations, they surely live by them and need
them to be addressed; and (f) maintaining a commitment to staying abreast of the evolving
literature and engaging in ongoing self-assessment and growth in this area. Even though
developing and improving one’s multicultural competence can be complex and challenging, it is
vitally important to the success of the coach-athlete relationship, especially in college athletics.
Diversity within the NCAA highlights the need for effective multicultural competence by
coaches. To effectively manage a multicultural team, coaches need to develop diversity-related
competencies and raise levels of cultural understanding and awareness (Lane et al., 2009). In
business management, researchers have established similar stances for managers. Blasco et al.
(2012) have put forth that managers of multicultural organizations should possess a holistic
global mindset. The skills and traits required of a global mindset include adaptability, openness,
alacrity to engage and communicate with other cultures, and an ability to see things from another
perspective. When managing a multicultural team, MacNab and Worthley (2013) maintain that
managers must be aware of stereotypes they hold about other cultures and advocate appropriate
training to provide managers the skills to recognize and control for these cultural assumptions.
Plessis (2012) argues that the managers of multicultural teams must possess a different skill set
than those required for general teamwork because multicultural team settings pose a unique set
of challenges arising from cross-cultural conflict, which must be effectively managed.
Managers of multicultural teams must also be concerned with social integration, that is,
“the attraction to the group, satisfaction with other members of the group, and social interaction
among group members” (O’Reilly et al., 1989, p. 2). Trust and cohesion, which can also impact
collective efficacy, are part of social integration. Therefore, one of the tasks of NCAA coaches is
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to lead athletes to overcome any predominance of their cultural identity, which will likely be
detrimental to the team’s cohesion (Van Der Zee et al., 2004) and work towards the formation of
new social relations that will contribute to a new group identity. The importance of the coach to
manage a group of multicultural players into a team with collective efficacy is paramount to
success. Furthermore, multicultural competence is an essential component to increase a coach’s
ability to transcend the challenges faced by multicultural teams and elicit high-quality team
performance (Matveev & Nelson, 2004).
The cultural awareness, knowledge, and skills that make people multiculturally
competent are lacking today, in a time when these qualities are most needed (Hall & Theriot,
2016). Today’s sport coaches have the added responsibility and privilege of teaching tactical and
technical aspects of sport and are also accountable for promoting social justice and equality
among their athletes through the process of coaching (Burden & Lambie, 2011). It is therefore
critical for coaches to avoid culturally insensitive interactions, continuously work to discover
best practices through the specific lens of culture, and share what works best with other coaches
and athletes. In order for coaches to develop multicultural competence, they must understand that
multicultural competence includes elements of diversity, inclusion, and bias. Therefore, it is
important to unpack those terms to better understand how they impact coaches and athletes in
sport.
Diversity, Inclusion, and Bias
Diversity, inclusion, and bias are important elements to consider when discussing
multicultural competence. The following sections define these terms and explore how various
identities of diversity are impacted by bias.
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Diversity
According to Cunningham (2019), any definition of diversity ought to include three
important elements: (a) the presence of objective and subjective differences, (b) that these
differences hold social relevance, and (c) that this relevance applies to members of a particular
social unit. Diversity can also be separated into surface-level and deep-level forms. Surface-level
diversity refers to those differences that people can readily observe. Examples include race, age,
gender, and physical ability. Researchers have demonstrated that people are able to recognize
and differentiate others nearly instantaneously by using surface-level characteristics to make
such distinctions (Rhodes & Gelman, 2009). Deep-level diversity refers to those individual
characteristics that people cannot see. Examples include religious tradition, sexual orientation,
gender identity, gender expression, and social class. These deep-level diversity attributes
typically only become apparent if the individual or someone else close to the individual shares
the identifying information, or if one learns the information because of social interactions.
Therefore, it is important to consider that deep-level diversity can be more difficult to identify
which can make it more challenging to learn about.
Deep-level diversity can be further differentiated between different types of deep-level
diversity, including information diversity and value diversity (Hüttermann et al., 2015).
Information diversity refers to the variation in knowledge, skills, and expertise that individuals
possess within a group. Examples include functional area of expertise, education, tenure within
an organization, and the amount of training received. Value diversity represents the variation in
individuals’ attitudes, beliefs, preferences, and values within a group. Value diversity is
frequently associated with strongly held beliefs and are salient to the individuals. Surface- and
deep-level differences frequently relate to one another. For example, in a study of job applicants,
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Ng et al. (2016) found that perceived organizational surface-level differences were strongly and
positively linked with perceptions that the organization also had deep-level diversity. In a study
of group exercisers, Cunningham (2006) found that as perceived surface-level dissimilarity
increased, so too did exercisers’ beliefs that they differed from others along deep-level
characteristics. Diversity has many layers and complexities to consider and must be navigated
carefully. Recognizing diversity is an important element of multicultural competence, and while
diversity and inclusion are often paired together, inclusion is an equally important element and
must be understood.
Inclusion
Inclusion has been defined as the “process in which individuals, groups, organizations,
and societies – rather than seeking to foster homogeneity – view and approach diversity as a
valued resource. In an inclusive system, individuals are valued because of and not despite their
differences” (Ferdman, 2017, p. 238). According to Brewer (1991), inclusion satisfies two needs
that people have: (a) to be able to express identities important to them (b) while still feeling a
sense of connectedness and belonging to the larger group. An organization that is inclusive will
meet these needs by respecting, celebrating, and embracing the various ways in which people
differ; establishing structures and processes that allow people to express their multiple identities
at work; and, because differences are valued and seen as a source of learning and enrichment,
engaging people such that they have a sense of belonging and connection (Nishii & Rich, 2014).
Research has demonstrated that a lack of inclusivity in the form of bias leads to negative
outcomes in regard to people’s physical health, psychological health, and behavioral outcomes
(Cunningham, 2019).
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Bias
Bias consists of three dimensions: (a) stereotypes, (b) prejudice, and (c) discrimination
and has an impact on individuals and groups.
Stereotypes
According to Stagnor (2009), stereotypes represent “traits that we view as characteristics
of social groups, or of individual members of those groups, and particularly those that
differentiate groups from each other” (p. 2). These traits could be beliefs we have about people,
attributes we assign to them, and/or skills common among them. It is also important to consider
that stereotypes are socially constructed and time bound, meaning that they are relevant to a
specific setting or culture and can change over time. Stereotypes can exist in either implicit or
explicit forms (Devine, 1989). Explicit stereotypes are beliefs that people consciously maintain
whereas implicit stereotypes represent beliefs that are not consciously maintained but are
nevertheless expressed in subtle ways (Grant & Mizzi, 2014).
Models such as the stereotype content model (Cuddy et al., 2008) help to explain
stereotypes as they exist within two domains: warmth and competence. People who are
considered to be warm are thought to be trustworthy, fair, likeable, and friendly. Competence
tends to be related to people’s confidence, intelligence, ability to execute tasks, and creativity.
Opinions are then formed based on these domains working as ambivalent stereotypes; for
instance, one might consider group members as very warm but not competent, as is common
among people who have mental disabilities (Fiske, 2015). Researchers have applied this concept
to understand the experiences of sport and exercise participants. Chalabaev et al. (2013), for
example, suggested that many of the negative behaviors directed toward women in sport could
stem from ambiguous stereotypes about them. The researchers suggested that people might

31
consider women as warm or likeable but not competent in sport, especially relative to men. In
another example, researchers showed that physical educators tend to associate masculinity with
sport competence and femininity with warmth (Clément-Guillotin et al., 2013). This reveals that
stereotypes can have a meaningful impact in sport. They can be explicit or implicit and shape
beliefs about others, including perceptions of how suitable they may be for various sport roles.
Thus, ideas about who should be a point guard, coach, or athletic director often are shaped, at
least in part, on stereotypes (Cunningham, 2019).
Prejudice
According to Brewer (2007), prejudice is considered a differential evaluation of one
group of people relative to another. Within this definition of prejudice, it is possible to view a
group favorably but still not as favorably as one’s own group. In addition, just like with
stereotypes, prejudice can exist in implicit and explicit forms. Explicit prejudice represents
attitudes that people consciously and deliberately maintain (Dovidio et al., 2001). Within the
domain of explicit prejudice, people are capable of articulating their attitudes toward certain
groups, whether positive or negative. Polling agencies, such as the Pew Research Center,
routinely ask Americans about their attitudes regarding various topics and groups of people. In
one relevant example, the research agency asked participants to consider Americans living in
poverty and to provide their own perceptions of how easy or challenging their lives were
(Krogstag & Parker, 2014). They found that respondents were generally split on their opinions as
to whether poor people had hard lives or easy lives, but that the household income of the
respondent largely influenced the pattern of the findings. According to these results, it was
evident that the respondents held prejudicial attitudes which influenced their views on certain
groups.
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In a study conducted by Cunningham et al. (2009), the researchers hypothesized that
within the sport context, sexism as a form of explicit prejudice would be more commonly
accepted than other forms of prejudice, such as racism. To test their hypothesis, the researchers
conducted an experiment where college students responded to sexist comments (e.g., “Of course
we lost. We played like a bunch of girls”) and racist comments (e.g., “Of course we lost. The
other team had more Black players than we do”) and found support for their hypothesis. The
researchers also found that the demographics of the individual making the racist or sexist
comments influenced the reactions. For example, racist comments made by a White person and
sexist comments made by a man elicited the strongest aversion from participants. Following their
initial reactions, participants were asked to provide an explanation as to why they responded the
way they did. Indicative of the deeply engrained belittlement of women in American culture, one
participant wrote the following:
I think that saying that playing like a bunch of girls is not very offensive because girls’
basketball is not even close to the level that men’s basketball is, even though it is sexist I
do not find it offensive. (p. 68)
This quote and the findings from the study provide a clear example of how prejudice related to
gender exists in sport.
In addition to explicit forms of prejudice, people can express implicit prejudice. Implicit
attitudes are elicited when there is a match between an external stimulus and the individual’s
association set that links the stimulus with various attributions (I. V. Blair et al., 2015). Such
reactions are automatic and do not require deliberate thought on the part of any individual. These
implicit attitudes also operate independently of what Blair et al. (2015) call perceived truth
value; that is, the associations can be triggered even when the individual does not necessarily
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believe them to be accurate. A number of factors influence a person’s implicit attitudes,
including societal factors and lived experiences. According to Devine et al. (2012), implicit
attitudes are similar to a learned habit. Even though environmental factors play a role in shaping
implicit attitudes, research has also demonstrated evidence that infants develop an automatic
preference for others who are similar to themselves (Wolf et al., 2017).
Though both are forms of prejudice, implicit and explicit attitudes are not always related
(Dovidio et al., 2002). This helps to explain how some people who consider themselves to be
fair-minded and holding egalitarian attitudes can still express implicit prejudice in certain
situations (Son Hing et al., 2008). As an example, Ottoboni et al. (2017) conducted a study to
examine students’ implicit attitudes toward people with disabilities. A secondary purpose of the
study was to determine if being around people with a disability helped to reduce implicit
prejudice. The researchers collected data from 161 Italian school children aged 10-12 years. Data
was collected at the beginning of the school year and then again at the end of the school year.
Results revealed no association between implicit and explicit forms of prejudice toward people
with disabilities. The researchers did find that the students reported being around people with
disabilities throughout the school year helped to reduce implicit bias but not explicit bias. The
pattern was particularly strong when the interactions occurred in a sport context, as opposed to in
the classroom. The researchers attributed these changes to the nature of sport, the
interdependence among the players, and the necessity of collaboration in order to be successful.
These are the very situations that sport managers and sport coaches may find themselves in
routinely. Leading a sports team involves making decisions when the information is messy,
complex, ambiguous, and oftentimes equivocal (Bolman & Deal, 2017). By understanding the
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nature of bias and leadership, coaches can plan and develop checks that might alleviate the
effects of implicit biases. Another form of bias which is important to consider is discrimination.
Discrimination
Discrimination has been defined as a behavior that “comes about only when we deny
individuals or groups of people equality of treatment” (Allport et al., 1954, p. 51). More recently,
scholars have defined the construct as “unfair treatment of different categories of people” (Assari
et al., 2017, p. 1), and “the desire to treat two groups differently based on social identity or the
harm caused by doing so” (Simon et al., 2019, p. 216). Two key points can be highlighted from
these definitions. The first is that while stereotypes focus on cognitions, and prejudice reflects an
attitude, discrimination differs in that it is behavioral in nature. The second point is that
discrimination is concerned with the unfair treatment of people based on their group
membership, whether that membership is actual or perceived.
Both social psychological and sociological theories may be used to describe
discrimination. From a social psychology lens, people are prone to categorize themselves and
others. People who are similar to the self are in-group members, while out-group members are
those who are different. When all other factors are equal, people are more likely to perceive and
treat in-group members more favorably than out-group members (Dovidio et al., 2017). From
this perspective, discrimination is an individual phenomenon. However, from a sociology
vantage point explanations for discrimination are rooted in society. For example, religion,
housing, education, and the justice system, among other major institutions, are situated in ways
that favor those with power and resources while oppressing others. As a result, even absent of
any individual bias, discrimination would persist because it is deeply engrained into the fabric of
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society (Desmond, 2016). Discrimination can further be categorized into two types: access and
treatment discrimination.
Access and Treatment Discrimination. Researchers have differentiated between two
types of discrimination: access discrimination and treatment discrimination (Greenhaus et al.,
1990). People facing access discrimination may be denied the opportunity to pursue a course of
action that is relevant to them. That action may be anything as simple as choosing an educational
path, sport choice, or a career interest. While access discrimination denies people the opportunity
to join a sport organization or be physically active, treatment discrimination differs in that it
occurs within an organization or in the course of an activity. In this case, individuals or members
of a particular group have differential access to resources, experience negative behaviors directed
toward them, or are afforded fewer chances for growth than they deserve (McCord et al., 2018).
In particular, researchers have identified treatment discrimination among sport organization
employees and among sport participants. For example, Norman (2010) interviewed women who
coached men’s and women’s sport teams in the United Kingdom (UK), many of whom noted
that they felt their accomplishments as a coach were trivialized and devalued, and that they had
fewer opportunities for career development, relative to their male counterparts in the profession.
In another example, Edwards and Cunningham (2013) conducted a study to examine the physical
activity among older racial minority adults living in the US. The researchers found that when
community racism was perceived to be low, the participants were able to find ways to be
physically active, even if there were few opportunities available. In contrast, when community
racism was perceived to be high, the lack of opportunities significantly impeded how active the
participants were. These are just some of the ways the treatment discrimination can exist in sport
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and physical activity. Furthermore, it is important to consider the negative consequences bias has
on peoples’ physical and psychological health, and behavioral outcomes.
Outcomes of Bias
People who experience bias are likely to have corresponding negative impacts on their
physical health, psychological health, and behavioral outcomes.
Physical Health. Researchers have consistently shown that members of underrepresented
groups experience more physical health problems than do their peers (Bourgois et al., 2017;
Logie et al., 2018; O’Keefe et al., 2015). For example, a number of diversity dimensions have
been shown to have an association with physical health and well-being, including race, gender,
sexual orientation, gender identity and expression, social class, and geographic location with the
differences in health being attributed to a number of factors, including stereotypes, prejudice, and
discrimination (Bourgois et al., 2017). To illustrate, O’Keefe et al. (2015) analyzed cancerrelated significant disease data in the US between 2000 and 2010. Throughout this timespan, the
researchers identified a significant decrease in cancer mortality rates by gender and race.
Specifically, the researchers found that, when adjusting for age, Black women and Black men
had higher cancer mortality rates and shorter survivals compared to their White counterparts. The
researchers noted that health-care coverage can certainly help reduce these differences; but, even
with better coverage, economic, educational, and social biases will continue to adversely affect
these marginalized groups. However, the negative effects of bias on physical health are not
limited to one’s race. People who face discrimination based on their age, weight, physical ability,
sexual orientation, among other diversity identities, are likely to experience negative physical
health outcomes (Logie et al., 2018).
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It is worth noting that research has demonstrated bias to have negative affects not only on
those who experience it, but also on those who express it. In an analysis of large-scale, national
survey data Hatzenbuehler et al. (2014) managed to identify a link between respondents’
mortality data, cause of death, and other data that could account for death rates, such as age, race,
marital status, nationality, gender, income, education, and self-reported health. The researchers
found that, even after statistically controlling for other variables, lesbian, gay, bisexual,
transexual, and queer (LGBTQ) prejudice impacted all-cause mortality in that those who
expressed high levels of prejudice lived two and a half years less than those who expressed low
levels of prejudice. These findings were consistent with similar research showing that Whites
with high levels of racial prejudice died significantly sooner than their less prejudiced
counterparts (Lee et al., 2012).
Psychological Health. Bias can also negatively impact a person’s psychological health
through what researchers call minority stress (Meyer, 2003). From this perspective, all people
have general stressors in their lives, but minorities have additional stressors. These stressors tend
to be continuous in nature because they are recurrent in the systems within a given society and
they are not caused by the individual but result from the social systems and structures that
produce and reproduce the biases minorities experience.
A number of large-scale analyses involving thousands of participants confirms the impact
of minority stress (Lewis et al., 2015; Paradies et al., 2015; Schmitt et al., 2014). Consistently
throughout these studies it is demonstrated that experiences with mistreatment are negatively
associated with one’s psychological well-being. For example, mistreatment increased the
prevalence of negative psychological outcomes, such as anxiety and depression, and reduced
positive outcomes, such as positive self-concept and satisfaction. In some cases, the effects
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remained over a number of years such that experiences with discrimination predicted anxiety and
depression a decade later (Assari et al., 2017). Similar patterns have been observed in sport as
well. Symons et al. (2017) examined sexist and homophobic language use in Australian sports,
analyzing data from hundreds of survey respondents and found that the participants endured
various experiences with sexism and homophobia and, as a result, noted negative psychological
effects such as sadness, shame, anger, withdrawal, and dislike of sport.
Behavioral Outcomes. Bias can negatively impact a person’s behavior in a variety of
ways. For starters, there is consistent evidence that people who face continual interpersonal and
institutional discrimination have higher rates of suicidality compared to their peers (Seelman,
2016). From an employment standpoint, people who face discrimination have limited access to
positions and advancement, which leads to fewer people from underrepresented groups in higher
levels of the organization, including management and key coaching positions (Burton &
Leberman, 2017). This culture of exclusion can become so reinforced that it discourages those
who face bias from seeking such leadership roles (Machida-Kosuga et al., 2017).
Bias can also have a negative effect on people’s performance. For example, individuals
facing bias at work can face increased work stressors, which reduce attention to work and overall
productivity (O’Brien et al., 2016). This was confirmed in a study that involved interviews with
leaders of US sport organizations (Cunningham, 2015). In the study, the leaders noted that, when
the sport organization lacks an inclusive environment, employees tend to be concerned about
managing their identities in the workplace, which takes away from their work. On the contrary,
leaders also noted that when people from underrepresented groups work in inclusive
environments, they are able to bring their authentic, whole selves to work and have complete
focus on their work allowing for increased creativity and productivity. To further comprehend
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the impact of bias, it is necessary to understand how bias is related to various identities of
diversity.
Identities of Diversity
Diversity can be broken down into various identities which includes the following: race,
ethnicity, and minority; sex and gender; sexual orientation, gender identity, and gender
expression; religion; and social class.
Race, Ethnicity, and Minority
Race and ethnicity are an identity of diversity that can be both surface- and deep-level.
Despite often times being used interchangeably, race, ethnicity, and minority have distinct
meanings (Sage & Eitzen, 2016). Race refers to a classification of people based on supposed
genetic differences and similarities. Ethnicity refers to cultural patterns among groups of people,
with an emphasis on language customs, cultural heritage, and so on. People from a given
ethnicity may also share common values, beliefs, and norms. Minority refers to a collection of
individuals who share a common characteristic and face discrimination in society because of
their membership to that group (Coakley, 2015).
Race can affect people’s access to and experiences in sport. For example, consider results
from the annual National Health Interview Survey (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
[CDC], 2020). Within the survey, researchers gathered data on adults’ physical activity levels
each week, specifically the proportion of adults who engage in the recommended levels of
aerobic activity: 150 minutes of moderate activity, 75 minutes of vigorous activity, or some
combination thereof. According to the data, Whites are more likely than other groups to meet the
recommended physical activity levels. In fact, the rate of physical activity participation from
White adults is above the population average and they are the only group to have over 50% of
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participants reach the threshold in each of the six years considered. These patterns exist outside
of the US as they’ve also been observed in Australia and the UK. In Australia, persons from
Indigenous populations report lower physical activity levels and overall health and well-being,
relative to White populations (Stronach et al., 2019). In the UK, results from the Active Lives
Survey (Sport England, 2020) demonstrated that British Whites were more active than Asian and
Black individuals.
Multiple factors contribute to these trends and affect racial minorities’ participation in
sport and physical activity. For example, McNeill et al. (2006) highlight the primacy of the social
environment, including social networks, income, discrimination, neighborhood factors, and
social cohesion as various forms and sources of oppression that can differentially impact Whites
and racial minorities. In a study of physical activity among older racial minorities, Edwards and
Cunningham (2013) focused on these social environment factors and found that people who
lived in communities marked by high levels of racism engaged in more physical activity as long
as the community offered opportunities to be active.
When people who are racial minorities do participate in sport, there is evidence of poor
experiences being endured in the form of bias. Race influences expectations of athletes’ own
physical and mental abilities in the same way that racial stereotypes influence beliefs about who
would and would not make an effective leader. For example, prevailing stereotypes cast Black
athletes as superior athletes but lacking in intellectual capabilities. Therefore, Black athletes tend
to have their athletic success attributed to their natural abilities rather than hard work
(Moskowitz & Carter, 2018). Consequently, race and ethnicity are important components of
multicultural competence for coaches to focus on.
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Sex and Gender
Similar to race and ethnicity, sex and gender is an identity of diversity that can be either
surface- or deep-level. Sex and gender differ in that sex is considered in terms of biology and the
physical and chromosomal differences between females and males (Muehlenhard & Peterson,
2011). Gender refers to the traits that are culturally appropriate for women and men (Unger,
1979). There is utility in distinguishing the two constructs, though for the most part research uses
the two interchangeably in comparisons between males and females.
In general, women are underrepresented throughout sport and physical activity and
experience discrimination and bias. As one example of the underrepresentation, the NCAA in the
US provides data revealing that in the 2019-2020 academic year, women represented just 41% of
all head coaches of women’s teams. In other words, there are more men coaching women’s
teams than there are women doing so. In men’s sports, the disparity is larger as women represent
a mere six percent of the head coaches of men’s teams. In total, women represent 44% of all
college athletes, but only 24% of the head coaches. These data from the NCAA support the
notion that women face access discrimination in sport; however, it is worth noting that gender
inequality is not uniformly distributed. Instead, the impact of access discrimination is stronger
for racial minority women than it is with White women. For example, White women constitute a
five times larger share of the US population than do Black women, yet they are 11.2 times more
likely to be a head coach of an NCAA women’s team, 6.5 times more likely to be the head coach
of an NCAA men’s team, and 90.5 times more likely to be a director of athletics for an NCAA
department (NCAA, 2020).
Gender also influences participation in sport and physical activity. According to data
collected through the National Health Interview Survey, (CDC, 2020), men are more likely than
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women to get the recommended levels of aerobic physical activity each week of 150 minutes of
moderate activity, 75 minutes of vigorous activity, or some combination thereof. This
discrepancy can also be observed in formal sport. Despite the enactment of Title IX and the
subsequent increase in girls’ participation in sport, girls only constituted 42% of all high school
sport participants during the 2018-2019 academic year. This figure is lower than what would be
expected based on the fact that on average girls constitute 48% of the proportion of all high
school students, according to the US Census Bureau.
When girls and women do participate in sport and physical activity, they frequently
encounter negative experiences in the form of objectification and marginalization. Through
mainstream and social media platforms, female athletes are often portrayed in hypersexualized
ways, reinforcing gender stereotypes (Cooky et al., 2013). Male athletes are typically presented
in active poses – such as throwing a pitch or kicking a ball – while the same is not true for
females. On the contrary, female athletes tend to be shown in supportive poses, such as cheering
on a teammate, or outside of the sport context altogether, such as in a dinner gown. The media
routinely focuses on the appearance, femininity, and heterosexuality of female athletes which
reinforces gendered norms (Geurin-Eagleman & Burch, 2016).
Female athletes and women’s sports are often subject to marginalization as well. One
particular example of this is the way that in many interscholastic athletic events, the girls’ teams
tend to play prior to the boy’s teams, as a sort of opening act, so to speak. Within the college
ranks, disproportionality less money is devoted to women’s sports, to their coaches, and to their
operations compared to men’s sports (Fulks, 2017). Finally, when budgets are tight and expenses
need to be cut, men’s programs are typically untouched as they are considered to be more
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legitimate than women’s programs (Coakley, 2015). In summary, coaches must be aware of and
prepared to address the challenges their athletes may face related to sex and gender.
Sexual Orientation, Gender Identity,
and Gender Expression
Sexual orientation, gender identity, and gender expression are separate constructs with
different meanings, and it is important to know these differences and use the terms appropriately.
Most often, sexual orientation, gender identity, and gender expression are deep-level identities of
diversity.
Sexual Orientation. According to the American Psychological Association (2008, p. 1),
sexual orientation refers to the following:
An enduring pattern of emotional, romantic, and/or sexual attractions to men, women or
both sexes, as well as a person’s sense of identity based on those attractions, related
behaviors, and membership in a community of others who share those attractions.
Depending on the classification, a person’s sexual orientation can be identified as lesbian, gay,
and bisexual, those of which were estimated to comprise ten percent of the US population in
2016 (Savin-Williams, 2016). This percentage is greater than that of the proportion of Asians in
the US, but less than the proportion of Latinos in the US, which establishes that sexual minorities
make up a sizeable segment of the US population.
Sexual orientation is a complex construct. Historically, people believed that sexual
orientation was a binary construct, meaning that a person had to either identify as heterosexual or
homosexual (Bailey et al., 2016). However, that has been rebuked in recent years with the
revelation that sexual orientation instead exists on a continuum that ranges from completely
heterosexual to completely homosexual, with various gradations between, including bisexuality
(Savin-Williams & Vrangalova, 2013). An individual can fluctuate or be uncertain as to where
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they identify on the continuum and this malleability of one’s sexuality can make it challenging to
accurately gauge the number of persons who are sexual minorities (Savin-Williams, 2014).
To illustrate this complexity, Korchmaros et al. (2013) conducted a study in which they
collected data from members of LGBT groups, asking them about their self-identified sexual
orientation, their preference of sex partners, and the type of sexual partners they had recently.
The data revealed that for 23% of the men and 41% of the women, their stated sexual orientation
did not match their preference in sexual partners. Similarly, Scoats et al. (2018) discovered in
their study of collegiate men that despite identifying as heterosexual, many engaged in same-sex
relationships.
Gender Identity and Gender Expression. According to Beemyn and Rankin (2011),
gender identity is defined as “an individual’s sense of hir own gender, which may be different
from one’s birth gender or how others perceive one’s gender” (p. 20). The authors use the term
hir as a gender-neutral pronoun that can be used in place of her or him. Another option is to use
the pronoun they which can be inclusive, but be considered as grammatically incorrect. The
easiest and most appropriate approach may be to ask an individual “what pronouns do you use?”
and then communicate accordingly (Cunningham & Pickett, 2018).
In some cases, a person’s gender identity may be congruent with the sex they were
assigned at birth (i.e., the decision that a doctor makes at a baby’s birth, based on the external
genitalia); in other cases, the gender identity and sex might differ. Related to gender identity is
gender expression, which is defined as “how one chooses to indicate one’s gender identity to
others through behavior and appearance, which includes clothing, hairstyle, makeup, voice, and
body characteristics” (Beemyn & Rankin, 2011, p. 21). These terms help to inform the
discussion of transgender, intersex, and cisgender individuals. Transgender “describes an
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individual whose gender identity does not match the person’s sex at birth” (Carroll, 2014, p.
368). People with intersex conditions have “atypical combinations of chromosomes, hormones,
genitalia, and other physical features” (Buzuvis, 2011, p. 11). Typically, people who have
intersex conditions will identify as either male or female and do not experience ambiguity about
their gender identity and many will be unaware of the existence of their intersex conditions
unless they learn about it during a medical procedure (Carroll, 2014). Lastly, Beemyn and
Rankin (2011) define cisgender as persons “whose gender assigned at birth has always coincided
with their identity/expression.” (p. 197-198). In other words, a cisgender person is a person who
is assigned a female sex at birth, who identifies as a woman, and whose gender expression is that
of a woman.
According to the Williams Institute at the University of California Los Angeles which
provides LGBT-related data, trends, and research, roughly 52% of Americans who identify as
LGBT are women (compared to the 50.5% that women comprise of the total population). In
terms of racial demographics of those who identify as LGBT, 61% are White, 15% Latino, 11%
Black, two percent Asian or Pacific Islander, one percent Native American or Alaska Native, and
10% indicate Other as their race. As for age, the LGBT community is generally younger than the
US population: 54% of those who identify as LGBT are between age 18 and 39 years, compared
to 36% of the US population falling within that age range (Williams Institute, 2019).
In regard to employment access discrimination that sexual and gender minorities face in
the sport world, researchers revealed that parents would determine their willingness to let their
children play on teams coached by gay men or lesbians based on the parents’ sexual prejudice.
To elaborate, parents would be resistant based on their distrust of members of sexual minorities,
their perceived immorality of persons who are LGBT, and their reliance on gay and lesbian

46
stereotypes (Sartore & Cunningham, 2009). In a follow-up study, Melton and Cunningham
(2014) interviewed parents to better understand the nature of their support. For some parents, the
support was unequivocal as they saw no reason as to why LGBT persons would not be well
suited to lead a sports team. For about half of the parents, though, the researchers described the
positive attitudes expressed as conditional support. In other words, the parents would express
positive attitudes toward coaches of gender or sexual minorities as long as the coaches did not
engage in certain behaviors, such as promoting their sexual orientation. These conditional forms
of support promoted outdated stereotypes (e.g., LGBT persons are promiscuous or
untrustworthy) and were not expressed toward heterosexual or cisgender coaches, exposing the
subtle and nuanced ways that these parents expressed prejudice.
Sexual orientation and gender identity can also have an impact on a person’s experience
participating in sport and physical activity (Chalabaev et al., 2013). A large-scale study
conducted in England in 2016 provided data that showed that LGBT women and men were less
likely to be active enough to maintain good health compared to their heterosexual peers
(Englefield et al., 2016). In the US, large-scale studies show that sexual minority youth are less
likely to engage in physical activity and some formal sports compared to heterosexual youth
(Calzo et al., 2014).
To better understand the causes of these disparities, Denison and Kitchen (2015)
conducted a large-scale, international study entitled Out on the Fields. In the study, the research
team collected data from over 9,400 participants in the US, UK, Australia, Canada, Ireland, and
New Zealand. The sample included data from heterosexuals and LGB individuals. The
researchers found that nearly three in four study participants felt sport was an unsafe space that
was unwelcoming to LGB people. Many of the respondents were not participating in a sport
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because they were afraid of the rejection they would face due to their sexuality and based on
negative experiences they had previously in physical education classes. Among the respondents
who reported being on the receiving end of negative experiences were gay men and lesbians who
had been the recipients of homophobic slurs, threats, and physical abuse in sport and physical
activity settings. However, the lack of acceptance was not just on the field as 78% of the
respondents indicated that sexual minorities often do not feel welcome as spectators at sport
events. In fact, 41% indicated that homophobia was very common in the stands at sport events.
Lastly, the researchers asked participants about their LGB disclosure in sport and physical
activity settings. Most of the participants under the age of 22 years (81% of gay men and 74% of
lesbians) had not fully disclosed their sexual orientation. Instead, they chose to keep that
information private out of fear of rejection from coaches and teammates. Although LGB adult
athletes were more likely to reveal their sexual orientation when playing on adult teams, many
still chose to remain closeted. The authors noted that, “athletes who did ‘come out’ said that the
most helpful things were having an ally or supporter on their team and playing for a team that
has a culture which is supportive of diversity” (p. 18). Therefore, it is important that coaches are
multiculturally competent to be an ally and foster a culture supportive of diversity within their
teams.
Religion
Religion is another identity of diversity that is deep-level and can be challenging for
coaches to recognize. Koenig et al. (2012) define religion as “beliefs, practices, and rituals
related to the transcendent, where the transcendent is God, Allah, HaShem, or a Higher Power in
Western religious traditions, or to Braham, manifestations of Braham, Buddha, Dao, or ultimate
truth/reality in Eastern traditions” (p. 45). Religion serves multiple functions at the individual,
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institutional, and social levels (Bruce, 2011). At the individual level, religion brings people
closer to the divine, serves as a source of meaning, and provides emotional support. At the
institutional level, religion provides a form of social control by prescribing certain behaviors that
are consistent with the values, beliefs, and norms of that faith and of that society. At the social
level, religion helps to create social bonds and brings together people of diverse backgrounds and
unites people in ways that manage to transcend the individual self through the shared values and
beliefs of religion.
Religion is important to consider for a number of reasons, the first of which is that a large
majority of the world’s population – 84% to be exact – follows some religious belief system
(Hackett & McClendon, 2017). The majority of people identify as Christians, followed by
Muslims, then Hindus, and Buddhists. Secondly, religion is important because it can influence
people’s values, attitudes, and behaviors, which leads to effects observable at the individual,
interpersonal, and group levels (Spilka et al., 2018). For example, religious tenets influence what
is permissible within particular cultures such as same-sex marriage, divorce, the sale of alcohol
on Sundays, holidays observed, and the hours during which some businesses operate. Similarly,
people have used their religious beliefs as a means to justify everything from engaging in
violence to pursuing equal rights to engaging in efforts to disassemble social stratification
(Hinojosa, 2014).
Religion and religious beliefs affect sport participants in two ways. First, religion can
influence who participates in sport and their reasons for doing so. Second, some athletes may
rely on their religious beliefs in a number of ways to enhance their experience in sport. As an
example of the first point, Walseth and Fasting (2003) found that Egyptian women’s Islamic
beliefs shaped their participation in sport and physical activity. According to the Egyptian
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women, Islam called for people to be physically active for various reasons, including to care for
their overall health, but also to be physically fit in the case of war. However, when it comes to
sport, Islam states that women shall not participate in sport if the movements involved are
exciting for men who might watch them. Therefore, the extent to which the women participate in
physical activity and the type of sport or activity they engage in depends on their view of Islam.
If the woman has a more modern view of Islam, they are likely to consider most activities
appropriate and unlikely to excite men. Women who follow a more traditional approach of Islam
could feel that all sport forms are inappropriate unless the sport is conducted in sex-segregated
venues.
Following up on the second way that religion affects sport participation, Coakley (2015)
suggests that there are seven reasons and ways in which athletes use religion in sport: to reduce
anxiety; to keep away from trouble and temptation of wrongdoing; to give meaning to their sport
participation; to gain perspective; to increase team unity; to maintain control of actions and
behaviors in social settings; and to achieve personal success. Athletes of faith often consider
their sport participation as an act of worship and a way to bring glory to their religious deity.
However, it is important to consider that individuals who hold strong religious beliefs may
behave differently from those with differing beliefs or those who do not prescribe to any
religious beliefs. In order for coaches to be inclusive of their diverse religious athletes, coaches
must be knowledgeable and considerate of the various religious beliefs and practices that exist.
Social class
When discussing and analyzing social class as an identity of diversity, there are a number
of different conceptualizations to consider. For starters, there is the materialistic approach which
focuses primarily on the material and economic resources that people possess (Smith, 2010).

50
Persons adopting this approach favor the term socioeconomic status (SES), and they take into
account three primary factors: income, education, and occupation with the fundamental focus on
people’s access to resources. The use of the materialistic approach is widespread, and researchers
have linked income, educational attainment, and occupational status to a number of important
outcomes, such as psychological and physical health, academic performance, and life
expectancy, among others (Pinquart & Sörensen, 2000).
For contrast, researchers will also adopt the social class approach which states that a
person’s social class “reflects the social context he or she occupies, as defined by the resource
that he or she holds and his or her subjective interpretation of that context” (Loignon & Woehr,
2018, p. 62). In this approach, social class involves elements of SES, such as income and
education, but it also includes occupational prestige and subjective rank relative to others (Côté,
2011). This definition of social class highlights the importance of resources, but it points to the
very important role of subjectivity and perceptions. Contrary to SES, social class can be more
overtly political in nature as it draws attention to differences in power and focuses on the socially
constructed nature of social standing, including the treatment of persons from various classes
(Lott & Bullock, 2007). From this perspective, inequality is a function not only of differential
access to valued resources, but also of the social (re)creation of privilege, power, and domination
(Loignon & Woehr, 2018).
Social class can affect peoples’ access to and experiences in sport and physical activity.
Based on results from the National Health Interview Survey (CDC, 2020), it is suggested that as
family income moves above the poverty threshold, so too does the likelihood that they will meet
the recommended weekly physical activity levels. Patterns such as these are unfortunate
especially when taking into consideration the improvements sport participation can have on a
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poor individual’s life. According to Coakley (2015), sport participation can be positively related
to upward social mobility when the athlete’s participation has the following outcomes: increases
opportunities to be academically successful and effectively compete in the work environment;
increases support for growth and development across various domains; offers opportunities to
develop strong social networks; provides the material resources needed to create and manage
opportunities; expands opportunities, identities, and abilities outside of sport; and minimizes the
risks of long-term injury.
These observations suggest that, under some circumstances, sport can help to expand a
person’s opportunities in life such as when it allows them to obtain education, skills, and training
unrelated to sport. For example, when a football player from a poor family earns an athletic
scholarship to attend a university, he is afforded the chance to obtain an education. To the extent
that he takes advantage of this opportunity, develops his skills for the workplace, gains
experiences through internships, and cultivates social relationships, his sport participation is
likely to be positively related to his upward social mobility and career success. As part of a
coach’s efforts to become more multiculturally competent, it is important that they have the
skills to navigate the unique challenges their athletes will face related to their social class.
Each identity of diversity brings with it different dynamics and contributions to the larger
group; however, each identity of diversity also includes unique challenges in the form of bias.
Given the increasing diversity within college athletics, head coaches are likely to encounter
athletes on every point of the spectrum of the various identities of diversity. In order for coaches
to be able to be effective and provide the necessary support to their diverse athletes, coaches
must exercise multicultural competence. Equally important to consider are athlete’s perceptions
of their coach’s behaviors.
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Multicultural Competency Instruments
A number of instruments have been designed and tested to measure the multicultural
competence of counselors. The Cross-Cultural Counseling Inventory-Revised (CCCI-R) is a 20item Likert-type instrument that is intended to assess a counselor’s effectiveness with clients of
various cultural backgrounds (Ponterotto et al., 1995). Ponterotto et al. (1995) also developed the
Multicultural Counseling Awareness Scale-Form B: Revised Self-Assessment (MCAS:B), which
utilizes a seven-point Likert-type format in addition to a demographic questionnaire to measure a
counselor’s multicultural knowledge, skills, and awareness. A third instrument, the Multicultural
Awareness-Knowledge-Skills Survey (MAKSS), was developed by D’Andrea et al. (1993) to
assess the effects of multicultural instruction on students’ development of multicultural
competence. The MAKSS involves eight demographic items and 60 survey items measured on a
four-point scale. Each of the 60 survey items is then divided equally into three subscales that
assess a counselor’s awareness, knowledge, and skills. Each of these instruments was developed
based on Sue et al.’s (1992) conceptualization of multicultural competence as consisting of
awareness, knowledge, and skills. The Multicultural Awareness-Knowledge-Skills SurveyTeachers Form (MAKSS-T; D’Andrea et al., 2003) was later developed as a tool to be used in
education settings to evaluate the self-reported multicultural competence of teachers and has
been shown to be both a valid and reliable measurement tool.
Researchers have cautioned that the self-report format of such multicultural competence
assessment instruments has limitations (Pope-Davis et al., 2003). Because counselor self-report
is a common method of assessing multicultural competence, the impact of social desirability has
been identified as a key variable to investigate. Using the MAKSS, MCAS:B, and the CCCI-R,
in addition to the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (MCSDS), Constantine and Ladany
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(2000) found social desirability to be related to self-reports of multicultural competence. This
means that participants were answering questions the way they thought they should be rather
than how they actually felt. A similar study conducted by Worthington et al. (2000) supported
the concept that social desirability and self-reported multicultural competence are positively
associated. Because of the problem that social desirability presents here, further research is
needed to compare the relationship between self-reported instrument scores and outsider
perceptions of those behaviors.
Perceptions of Multicultural Competence
Despite the growing importance of multicultural competencies expressed by and for sport
coaches (Mesquita et al., 2011; Santos et al., 2010), research on multicultural competence and
perceptions of multicultural competence in sport has been limited (Burden & Lambie, 2011).
Research that has focused on multicultural interactions in athletic settings are scarce and is
certainly not keeping pace with the diversification in collegiate athletics (Popp et al., 2010).
When the topic of culture and diversity in sport has been examined, it has typically been
done so from the unchallenged position of an ethnocentric (White, male, heterosexual, middleclass) way of knowing (Gill, 1994; Hall, 2001; Krane, 1996; Krane & Baird, 2005; Parham,
2005; Ryba & Schinke, 2009; Ryba & Wright, 2005; Schinke & Moore, 2011). Therefore, a new
way of thinking about athletes is required, one that emphasizes the diversity and complexity of
the activities and motivations of sport participants through an improved understanding that their
interactions are often contextually contained within the resources available socially and
culturally to make sense of the surrounding truth, including who the athletes are and how the
coaches relate to them (Ryba et al., 2013). To this end, research must be conducted that focuses
on the perceptions of the athletes themselves. This is important to consider as an athlete’s
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perceptions of their coach may have implications for the athlete’s sport experiences in team and
individual sports even in divergent cultures (Kassim & Boardley, 2018).
Effective coaches are able to exert their positive influence on their athletes through their
coaching behaviors (Horn, 2002). These overt coaching behaviors are perceived by each athlete
and given meaning, resulting in an attitude towards both the coach and the experience of the
sport. It is ultimately the athletes’ perceptions of their coach’s behaviors that mediates the
relationship between coaching behaviors and athlete outcomes such as motivation, performance,
behavior, beliefs, attitudes, and evaluative reactions (Horn, 2002). Similarly, Shaver (1975) has
indicated that the perception of another's behavior by an individual is more important in
evaluating one's feelings or behavior towards the other person than the behavior itself. These
perceptions athletes have of their coaches may influence their individual performance and
satisfaction within the team dynamic, thus creating an environment that is not conducive to
success.
Research Comparing Coaches’ and
Athletes’ Perceptions of
Coaching Behaviors
Research has compared coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of various coaching behaviors
including coaching effectiveness, coaching efficacy, training load, and motivational climate.
Starting with coaching effectiveness, studies based on the coaching effectiveness model have
identified ties between athletes’ perceptions of their coach and athlete-level outcomes (Boardley
et al., 2008, 2015; Boardley & Kavussanu, 2009). First, Boardley et al. (2008) found that rugby
union players’ perceptions of their coach’s effectiveness predicted numerous athlete-level
outcomes. Speciﬁcally, perceptions of coach-motivation effectiveness positively predicted
athletes’ effort, commitment, and enjoyment; perceptions of technique effectiveness positively
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predicted their task self-efﬁcacy; and perceptions of character-building effectiveness positively
predicted their prosocial behavior. Subsequently, Boardley and Kavussanu (2009) investigated
ﬁeld hockey and netball players’ perceptions of their coach’s character-building competency
(i.e., evaluations of a coach’s ability to affect their athletes’ personal development and positive
attitude toward sport; Myers et al., 2006). Such perceptions negatively predicted athletes’
antisocial opponent and teammate behavior and positively predicted their prosocial opponent
behavior. Most recently, Boardley et al. (2015) identiﬁed consistent positive links between
golfers’ perceptions of their coach’s motivation efﬁcacy (i.e., players’ conﬁdence in their coach’s
ability to inﬂuence the psychological skill and states of their players; Feltz et al., 2008) and
players’ task self-efﬁcacy across three studies.
Further research into the coach-athlete relationship indicates a discrepancy between
coaches’ actual behaviors and athletes’ preferred behaviors of their coaches (Wang et al., 2004).
This research indicates a gap within how athletes perceive their coaches and how coaches
perceive themselves. One relevant study conducted by Kenow and Williams (1992), examined
female college basketball players’ and their coach’s views of effective coaching behaviors that
might occur when playing against a top team in their league. The researchers found that the
coach rated some of his behaviors substantially more positively compared to his athletes’
evaluation of his behaviors. Similarly, Vargas-Tonsing et al. (2004), compared coaches’ and
athletes’ perceptions of the frequency and effectiveness of techniques used by coaches to
enhance their athletes’ efficacy and revealed that the coaches rated themselves more positively
than their athletes in terms of perceptions of coaching behavioral frequency and effectiveness.
In 2008, Kavussanu et al. aimed to examine how perceptions of a coach’s effectiveness
along the four coaching efficacy domains of motivation, technique, game strategy, and character
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building differed between coaches and athletes. Results revealed that a considerable number of
coaches (38-42%) rated themselves higher than their athletes on three of the four domains
(motivation, game strategy, and character building), and most coaches (50% or more) rated
themselves higher than their athletes rated them on technique and on the total scale.
In 2014, Broodryk et al. compared players’ and coaches’ perceptions on coaching
effectiveness with 142 players and 13 coaches from a rugby league. The researchers found a
significant difference on all four constructs measured when the perceptions of the coaches and
players were compared. The study concluded that coaches and clubs need to be more aware of
the impact that players’ perceptions can have regarding the outcome of coaching effectiveness
(Broodryk et al., 2014). These studies make it clear that there is a discrepancy between athletes’
perceptions of a coach’s effectiveness and the coach’s perception of their own effectiveness.
A study that aimed to compared coaches’ and athletes’ evaluations of coaching efficacy
found similar results to the research on coach effectiveness. The researchers asked nine
intercollegiate male football coaches to complete the Coaching Efficacy Scale, and using the
same items, the researchers asked the athletes to rate how confident they perceived their coach to
be. Seven coaches (i.e., 78%) gave themselves higher ratings of confidence and coaching
efficacy than their athletes gave them (Short & Short, 2004).
Similar inconsistencies between coach and athlete perceptions of the coach behavior have
been identified with training dose prescribed by coaches. Brink et al. (2014), compared coaches’
and players’ perceptions of training dose for a full competitive soccer season. The participants
consisted of a U-17 soccer team and their coaches. Results revealed that players perceived their
intensity and training load as significantly harder than what was intended by their coaches, which
poses the danger of potential overtraining.
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Lastly, Møllerløkken et al. (2017), compared coaches’ and players’ perceptions of
motivational climate within their teams. The participants, 256 male and female soccer players
aged 15-17 years and their coaches (n = 29), completed the Perceived Motivational Climate in
Sports Questionnaire 2. There were significant differences in perceptions as players viewed the
motivational climate as significantly more performance oriented and less mastery oriented
compared to the coaches. Rocchi and Pelletier (2018), explored the coach-athlete relationship by
examining coaches’ and athletes’ perceptions of coaching behaviors. The researchers found that
approximately 30% of coaches overreported their behavior and athletes with coaches who
overreported experienced more frustration and less satisfaction compared to athletes with
underreporting coaches. Research that has been done in sport that has specifically looked at
athletes’ perceptions of coaching effectiveness, coaching efficacy, training load, and
motivational climate has found that there is a clear discrepancy with how coaches view their
behaviors and how athletes view their coach’s behaviors. In terms of multicultural competence, it
is important that research looks at both the coach’s and the athletes’ perceptions of the coach’s
multicultural competence.
Research Comparing Perceptions of
Multicultural Competence
Research has been conducted in education settings comparing students’ and teacher’s or
supervisor’s perceptions of the teacher’s or supervisor’s multicultural competence. Pope-Davis et
al. (2003) specifically targeted graduate counseling programs offering at least one multicultural
counseling course. These courses are designed to increase supervisees’ multicultural competence
through awareness, knowledge, or skill. The effectiveness of the course depends on the
supervisor’s own multicultural competence and their ability to enhance the training experience
for supervisees and foster a satisfactory supervision relationship. A total of 160 supervisors (n =
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74) and supervisees (n = 86) at American Psychological Association (APA)-approved internship
sites across the US participated in the study. The participants competed the Multicultural
Supervision Inventory (MSI) (Pope-Davis et al., 2003) which consists of 43 Likert-type selfreport items. The supervisee version was designed to measure supervisees’ perceptions of the
multicultural supervision competence of their supervisor within a counseling or clinical
supervision context. The supervisor version was designed to measure supervisors’ perceptions of
their own multicultural supervision competence. Each item is a declarative statement about some
aspect of the supervisor’s behavior or some aspect of the supervisory relationship. Participants
were asked to rate the degree to which they believe the statement is reflective of their experience
with supervision (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). Sample items for supervisees
include the following: “My supervisor helped me to understand ethnic identity and how that
relates to my counseling” and “I would feel comfortable telling my supervisor if we had
misunderstandings due to our cultural differences.” Analysis of the data revealed that supervisors
and supervisees did not differ significantly in their ratings of the supervisors’ multicultural
supervision competence. The researchers inferred that these results indicated that the perceptions
of multicultural supervision competence were relatively congruent due to the types of questions
asked by the MSI (Pope-Davis et al., 2003).
Gill et al. (2005), conducted a study that consisted of 143 pre-professionals and 28
professionals from the physical education programs. Most professionals were upper-level
undergraduates in physical education, exercise and sport science, and recreation, parks, and
tourism. Both groups were predominantly female (62.1%); predominantly White (83.5%) with a
significant number of Blacks (12.3%); and nearly all identified as heterosexual (98.2%).
Participants completed the Multicultural Awareness-Knowledge-Skills Survey-Teachers Form
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(D’Andrea et al., 2003) and they reported that they were confident about their multicultural
competencies (e.g., 89.3% of the pre-professionals and 100% of the professionals stated that they
were aware of their cultural background and how it has influenced them in their work). They
indicated a good understanding of multicultural terms, rated their ability to deal with students of
other cultural backgrounds as good, and recognized the importance of cultural competence. The
researchers followed this up by collecting survey data from 100 adolescent girls who participated
in the programs conducted by the pre-professionals and professionals involved in the study. The
girls ranged in age from eight to 21 years and were relatively diverse with 54.1% identifying as
Black, 36.7% as White, and small percentages as Asian/Pacific Islander, Native American,
mixed race, and Other. On the surveys, nearly all of the girls stated that their teachers/leaders
were good at making them feel comfortable indicating congruency with the teachers’ perceptions
of their own abilities and understandings.
Vincent and Torres (2015), conducted a study with similar objectives with school-based
agriculture teachers and students from ten ethnically diverse schools in rural areas. The ten
schools were selected because they met the researchers’ requirement of a 30% minimum ethnic
minority enrollment. The teachers were all White males who had completed at least four years of
teaching experience at the selected rural school. The students had each completed a minimum of
three years learning as a student of the teacher. Both teachers and students completed the
Multicultural Awareness-Knowledge-Skills Survey-Teachers Form (MAKSS-T; D’Andrea et al.,
2003) which is designed to assess the multicultural competence level of teachers who were or
would be teaching in a classroom composed of different ethnicities. The MAKSS-T composed of
37 statements and assesses the three constructs of multicultural competence: awareness,
knowledge, and skills. When summated, the three constructs provide a score of an individual’s
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overall level of multicultural competence. The teacher questionnaire asked the teacher to rate
their competence level among various statements while the student questionnaire asked the
students to rate their teacher’s competence level among various statements. The results revealed
that the students perceived their teachers’ multicultural competence to be higher than the
teachers’ self-ratings. The researchers believed that the teachers had established a developed
trust and respect from their students which resulted in a higher student perception then teacher
rating.
Multicultural Competence Perceptions
in Sport Coaching
To date, research has not been conducted comparing coach’s and athletes’ perceptions of
the coach’s multicultural competence. However, Wurst (2018) investigated collegiate sport
coaches’ perceptions of their own multicultural competence by gathering the coaches’ views on
their experiences of multicultural interactions with international student athletes based on their
own practical coaching experiences (Wurst, 2018). A total of 30 active NCAA Division II
coaches completed surveys and four of them participated in semi-structured interviews. Of the 30
participants, 20 (66.7%) identified as male and ten (33.3%) identified as female. The coaches
ranged in age from 23 to 57 years old. Regarding ethnicity, 21 (70%) were White, three (10%)
identified as Black, one (3.3%) identified as Hispanic, one as Asian (3.3%), one as American
Indian (3.3%), and four as other (13.3%). A majority (83.3%) identified as heterosexual, and
16.7% identified as homosexual. As for coaching experience, 66% of participants had one to ten
years of professional experience in collegiate sport coaching, and the remaining 33% reported
more than ten years of experience coaching at the college level.
Participants completed an adapted version of the Multicultural Awareness-KnowledgeSkills (MAKSS) Survey-Teachers Form (D’Andrea et al., 2003) and the Sport Coaching Cultural
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Competence Questionnaire (SCCCQ) adapted to cater to sport coaches (Wurst, 2018). The
original MAKSS-T has been used extensively in education disciplines, and it has been proven to
be a reliable tool for measuring multicultural competence (Pope-Davis et al., 2003). Wurst
adapted the MAKSS-T to create the Multicultural Skills Survey (MSS) to specifically measure
the perceived skill level of sport coaches interacting with different cultural groups via 14 items
featuring four possible answers of Likert-type ratings including “Very Limited” (1), “Limited”
(2), “Good” (3), and “Very Good” (4). The SCCCQ followed a similar Likert-type format, but
used “Strongly Disagree” (1), “Disagree” (2), “Agree” (3), and “Strongly Disagree” (4) as
optional responses to the six questions designed to assess coaches’ perceptions of the importance
of cultural competence in sport coaching. As a follow-up, four of the participating coaches
completed semi-structured interviews to provide insight into the coaches’ cultural competence in
their coaching practice and how they believe learning in this specific context could be further
facilitated.
The results of the MSS revealed that the collegiate sport coaches reported high ratings of
their abilities to coach and assess the needs of student-athletes from culturally diverse
backgrounds. Specifically, coaches rated their ability to interact with athletes of low
socioeconomic status as higher than other cultural groups, and that they felt most limited in their
ability to serve transgender athletes. According to the SCCCQ results, nearly all coaches
responded that they agree that cultural competence is vital to sport coaching and a majority of
coaches ‘Agree’ (12) or ‘Strongly Agree’ (17) that cultural competency trainings and/or
workshops would improve sport coaching practices. The semi-structured interviews revealed that
coaches felt the need to adjust their coaching style and expectancies, and develop a greater
awareness and education of different cultures in order to best exhibit their cultural competence.
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While the study was the first to examine coaches’ perceptions of their own multicultural
competence, the perception of the athletes and the comparison of coach and athlete perceptions
were not explored. The above studies build the case for the examination of athletes’ perceptions
of their coach’s multicultural competence to assist in understanding the congruence between and
the distinct nature of such perceptions and creating an environment for improving coach-player
interpersonal relations.
Given the increasing diversity within college athletics and the unique challenges to
inclusivity that college athletics presents due to its structure and policies, coaches have a
responsibility to foster and reinforce diversity and inclusivity with their athletes. Therefore, it is
important for coaches to develop multicultural competence in order to learn more about the
different identities of diversity that they may encounter and equip themselves with the
knowledge, awareness, and skills to best serve their diverse athletes. However, because we know
that coaches have a tendency to rate themselves higher than their athletes perceive them, there is
a clear need for more research in the field that takes into account the athletes’ perceptions of the
coach’s multicultural competence. Therefore, this research seeks to fill this gap by comparing
athletes’ and coaches’ perceptions of the coaches’ multicultural competence to determine if
coaches rate themselves differently than their athletes perceive them to be.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this study was to (1) highlight the importance of multicultural
competence in the area of sport coaching and (2) contribute to the lack of multicultural
competence research in sport coaching by considering athletes’ perceptions as well as coaches’
perceptions of coaches’ multicultural competence. This chapter includes the discussion of the
chosen research methodology and design, the selection and recruitment process for participants,
and the materials and instruments that were used in the study. Further data collection procedures
and ethical assurances are presented.
Research Design
This research was conducted utilizing a quantitative survey design (Wolf et al., 2016).
This non-experimental, cross-sectional study (Lavrakas, 2008) used surveys to conduct a onetime data collection. This was accomplished through the use of an online Qualtrics Likert-type
survey (see Appendix B and C), which was used to collect data from head coaches and athletes
from NCAA Division I, Division II, and Division III, NAIA, and NJCAA athletic programs. This
methodology allowed for a statistical analysis of the data.
Participants and Sampling
Originally, the target population for this study were head coaches and athletes from
NCAA Division I athletic programs. This population was selected because of the unique
challenges related to diversity inherent with college athletics policies and structure. Division I
athletics, in particular, was selected because this division is able to award athletic scholarships,
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which increases the likelihood of teams bringing in athletes from diverse backgrounds. More
specifically, Division I is the highest level of competition in college athletics and therefore has
the most money available to hire the best coaches and recruit the best athletes. As such, Division
I was the population of interest as the information provided from these coaches and athletes
would help to inform both Division II and Division III athletics which often times look to
Division I as the standard.
The research initially involved a random cluster sampling approach (Blair & Blair, 2015)
of head coaches and their athletes from NCAA Division I sport teams. To conduct the random
cluster sampling approach the following procedures took place: (1) athletic conferences within
NCAA Division I athletics were randomly selected; (2) athletic directors from each school
within the selected conferences were contacted, and their head coaches and athletes were invited
to participate in the study. The head coaches and athletes were recruited to participate in the
study via emails sent to the athletic directors (See Appendix F). Email addresses for all athletic
directors were readily available from school websites. The athletic directors were able to send
communications to all the head coaches and athletes within their school. Participants were
recruited from men’s and women’s individual and team sports. Head coaches and athletes from a
variety of sports were selected with the aim to increase the generalizability of the findings
(Kavussanu et al., 2008).
After receiving a low response rate from the initial sample and recruitment methods, the
recruitment pool was expanded to include a convenient sample of coaches and athletes from
NCAA Division I, Division II, and Division III, NAIA, and NJCAA sport teams. The
recruitment emails were also sent directly to the head coaches asking them to participate in the
survey and distribute the survey links to their athletes. Each week reminder emails were sent out
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to the head coaches to complete the head coach survey and distribute the athlete survey link to
their student-athletes (See Appendix F).
An a priori power analysis for paired t-test indicated a minimal sample size of 30 head
coaches would be required to achieve 95% statistical power while significance level was set at an
alpha of 0.05. For the repeated measures ANCOVA, a minimum sample size of 34 head coaches
would be required. Therefore, the minimum sample size for the study is 34 head coaches.
Figure 2
A Priori Power Analysis Using G*Power

Instruments
The data collection process involved questionnaires including informed consent, the
Multicultural Skills Survey (MSS) (see Appendix B and Appendix C), and a demographics form
for coaches and athletes (see Appendix D and Appendix E).
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Multicultural Skills Survey
In this study, coaches’ multicultural competence was measured using the Multicultural
Skills Survey (MSS; Wurst, 2018). The MSS was used by Wurst (2018) as a tool to measure
coaches’ perceptions of their own multicultural competence. The MSS was adapted from the
Multicultural Awareness-Knowledge-Skills Survey (MAKSS; D’Andrea et al., 1993) and the
Multicultural Awareness-Knowledge-Skills Survey-Teachers Form (MAKSS-T; D’Andrea et al.,
2003) which are both valid and reliable self-report tools developed to measure cultural
awareness, knowledge, and skills. To test the validity of the MAKSS-T, researchers conducted a
factor analysis and only kept those items that had high factor loadings (greater than 0.30).
Altogether, eight items on the Awareness subscale, 13 items on the Knowledge subscale, and 20
items on the Skills subscale met the statistical criteria and were confirmed to support the
construct validity of the MAKSS-T (D’Andrea et al., 2003). Separate Cronbach alpha reliability
coefficients were calculated to test the reliability of the MAKSS-T at each of its subscales. The
tests resulted in the following reliability coefficients: 0.73 (Awareness subscale), 0.86
(Knowledge subscale), and 0.93 (Skills subscale). The researchers then tested the intercorrelation
of all three subscales which resulted in the following coefficients: 0.62 (Awareness and
Knowledge), 0.54 (Knowledge and Skills), and 0.50 (Awareness and Skills) (D’Andrea et al.,
2003). These results demonstrate that the three subscales are related but distinct in terms of the
global construct that is multicultural competence.
The MAKSS-T consist of three subscales: Awareness, Knowledge, and Skills. To create
the MSS, Wurst (2018) used only the Skills subscale as it was considered to be most relevant
when reporting on coach behaviors. The MAKSS-T Skills subscale consists of 20 items and has
a reliability of 0.93 (D’Andrea et al., 2003). The items on the Skills subscale also met the factor
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analysis criteria of factor loadings criteria of having factor loadings greater than 0.30. The
MAKSS-T features four possible answers of Likert-type ratings including “Very Limited” (1),
“Limited” (2), “Good” (3) and “Very Good” (4) (D’Andrea et al., 2003). The MSS (Wurst, 2018)
followed this same Likert-type format. To address the research questions in this study, the
researcher followed a similar protocol to that used by Wurst (2018) by only using the Skills
subscale of the MAKSS-T with the Likert-type rating format.
The MSS included most of the items from the MAKSS-T (D’Andrea et al., 2003), but the
wording and terms were modified to be more applicable to coaches and athletes rather than the
original target population of teachers and students. For example, item one on the original
MAKSS-T Skills subscale asks, “How would you rate your [the teacher’s] ability to teach
students from a cultural background significantly different from your own?” This was modified
to instead ask “how would you rate the coach’s ability to coach student-athletes from a cultural
background significantly different than their own?” Certain items on the MAKSS-T are not
relevant to sport coaches and athletes and could not be modified to be relevant. As a result, items
3, 6, 8, 9, and 10 from the MAKSS-T were not selected for the MSS (Wurst, 2018). Items 14 to
20 on the MAKSS-T each ask about the coach’s ability to accurately assess the behavioral and
learning needs of different diversity identities. For example, item 20 asks, “How would you rate
your ability to accurately assess the behavioral and educational needs of students who come from
very poor socioeconomic backgrounds?” Items 14 to 20 are similarly worded and structured with
different items asking about gender and sexuality. Items 16 and 19 were removed for this study
as they ask about the coach’s ability to assess the needs of older students and students with
mental health disorders. These populations were not of interest for the purpose of this research.
Instead these items were replaced by items asking about the coach’s ability to assess the needs of
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athletes of different racial backgrounds and athletes of different religious affiliations. For
example, the following question was added: “How would you rate the coach’s ability to
accurately assess the behavioral and learning needs of student-athletes who identify with a
different religion from their own?” After the removal, addition, and modification of items, the
MSS used in this study consisted of 15 questions.
Prior to data collection, content validity of the questionnaire was assessed through the
methods of expert review, and think-aloud protocol (Lavrakas, 2008). The expert review
consisted of two university professors with backgrounds in social psychology of sport and
physical activity reviewing the items in terms of relevance and clarity given the study context.
Each expert received the initial MSS and were asked to provide a rating of clarity and relevance
for each item on a scale of 1 (not clear/not relevant) to 5 (very clear/very relevant). Additionally,
experts provided written comments for each item when they felt it was necessary. Overall, the
experts agreed that the items on the MSS were relevant (M = 4.3, SD = 0.45) and clear (M = 4.3,
SD = 0.80) and did not require any major changes. To supplement the expert review, a similar
procedure was completed with Ph.D. students specializing in the social psychology of sport and
physical activity. The Ph.D. students reviewed the same MSS items for clarity and relevance
using the same scale as the experts. Following the review, the consensus from both Ph.D.
students was that all the MSS items were relevant (M = 4.8, SD = 0.25) and clear (M = 4.2, SD =
0.62).
The think-aloud protocol was conducted by having a current NCAA Division I athlete
read through the questionnaire to check for understanding (Fonteyn et al., 1993). Together with
the primary researcher, the athlete was instructed to read each item of the MSS one at time and
tell the researcher what their interpretation of the question was. The purpose of this procedure
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was to make sure that the athlete’s interpretation matched the intention of each item on the MSS.
Upon completion, the interpretation of the athlete and the intention of the MSS items were in
alignment.
Following data collection, reliability was assessed via Cronbach’s alpha (Mertler &
Vannatta, 2002). Cronbach’s alpha is a coefficient of reliability that is used as a measure of
internal consistency. A reliability coefficient of 0.70 or higher is considered as acceptable in
most research fields (Henson, 2001). The Cronbach’s alpha for the coach version of the MSS
was 0.91 and the Cronbach’s alpha for the athlete version of the MSS was 0.97. Both of these
scores are excellent and help to confirm the reliability of the measures.
Demographic Questionnaire
Participants were asked to complete a demographic questionnaire to provide diversity
identity information on their self-reported gender, race, sexual orientation, social class, and
religious affiliation. By collecting this information, the researcher was provided a sense of the
diversity composition of each team which had the potential to provide greater insight when
analyzing the results. Both forms asked participants to identify their school, conference, sport,
and college athletic association. The forms differed in that the coach form included questions
pertaining to the coach’s previous coaching positions held, total years of coaching experience,
number of athletes currently on the team, and past participation in diversity courses or
workshops for coaches. These data on the coaches had the potential to possibly help to explain
potential trends in the data. For example, we may see less differences between athletes’ and
coaches’ perceptions of the coach’s multicultural competence amongst teams that have coaches
with more experience and exposure to diversity trainings. The athlete’s form asked athletes to
provide their head coach’s name to allow for easier pairing of the data between athletes and their
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coaches. The demographic questionnaire followed the Multicultural Skills Survey in order to
prevent inaccurate responses due to stereotype threat.
Data Collection and Analysis Procedure
Data Collection
Permission to conduct this study was obtained from the Institutional Review Board for
human subjects. An initial participant pool was created from NCAA Division I conferences.
There are 35 NCAA Division I conferences and each conference has roughly 10 member schools
and 20 sports, which means that each conference could consist of 200 potential head coach
participants. A random generator was utilized to select four NCAA Division I conferences that
the researcher would recruit from. These four conferences had a combined total of 938 NCAA
Division I sports teams. Once the conferences were selected, an athletic director from each of the
schools in the selected conferences were contacted with recruitment information to have their
head coaches and athletes participate in the study. The researcher contacted the athletic directors
via email and explained the purpose and procedure of the research, the approximate length of
time that it would take to complete the questionnaires (20-30 minutes), and instructions for
sharing the study information and survey links with head coaches and athletes. The athletic
directors were instructed to then forward the emails with links to the coach questionnaires to the
head coaches and the athlete questionnaires to the athletes. The survey links also included
informed consent. The questionnaire included demographic questions and asked participants
their school, conference, division, and sport. As questionnaires were completed, athletes were
matched to their coach according to their listed school and sport. The athletic directors were also
informed that in return for head coaches’ and athletes’ participation in the study, the researcher
would provide the overall results of the study and results specific to their school following data
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analysis completion. Head coaches and athletes were given four weeks to complete the online
questionnaires. After the first two weeks, the researcher sent a reminder email to athletic
directors to encourage participation from their head coaches and athletes and remind them of
deadlines.
Following a low response rate from the initial recruitment methods, changes were made
to expand the recruitment pool to a convenient sample of NCAA Division I, Division II, Division
III, NAIA, and NJCAA schools. In addition, changes were made to contact the head coaches
directly via recruitment emails asking the head coaches to complete the survey and distribute the
survey to their athletes.
As part of the coaching survey, coaches were asked to report the number of athletes on
their team based on the range options provided. The ranges were as follows: 1 to 10, 11 to 20, 21
to 30, 31 to 40, and 41 or more. The lower bound of the selected ranges would be used in the
inclusion criteria to determine whether to include team data or not. After receiving athlete
responses, the researcher would total up all the responses from athletes on the teams and if the
number of athlete responses received were equal to or greater than 25% of the lower bound of
the range, the team would qualify for inclusion in the study. For example, if a coach stated that
the team consisted of 21 to 30 athletes, the lower bound used would be 21. Then, if the
researcher received 6 responses from athletes of this team, that would be considered sufficient.
But, if the researcher only received 5 responses from athletes, that would be insufficient as 5 is
less than 25% of 21, and the responses would not be used in the study. Based on the populations
and the data analyses involved in the study this was determined to be the most sensible approach
for inclusion criteria. Furthermore, the use of the 25% threshold can be justified by the Pew
Research Center’s usual methodology (with a 25% response rate) followed in survey research
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(Keeter et al., 2006). Presented in Table 1 are the response rates received from the 19
participating teams.
Table 1
Response Rates of Athletes
Team
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

n
10
5
4
3
4
7
3
21
14
12
11
7
7
2
4
4
3
9
2

Response Rate (%)
47.62
45.45
36.36
30.00
36.36
63.63
100.00
100.00
34.15
100.00
26.83
63.63
33.33
100.00
100.00
36.36
27.27
81.81
100.00

As data was collected, participants were assigned research IDs rather than pseudonyms to
avoid misrepresentation of a given name while still maintaining ethical confidentiality (Lahman,
2017). While athlete participants were not asked to provide their name in the survey,
demographic information may provide identifiable information. In order to protect against this
threat to confidentiality, all data were entered only by the principal investigator and were
reported anonymously. In addition, all data were kept on a password-protected computer which
only the primary investigator and the research advisor had access to.
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Data Analysis
The first research question of the study aimed to examine whether athletes’ perceptions
of the coach’s multicultural competence were consistent within the same team. To determine
this, the degree of consensus in the athletes’ ratings were assessed by computing the within-team
agreement index (James et al., 1984). This within-team agreement index was used in a similar
perception comparison study (Kavussanu et al., 2008) to examine whether athletes’ perceptions
were consistent within the same team. In addition, a preliminary analysis was conducted of the
demographic questionnaire data through t-test and correlation analysis to identify any
relationships between the demographic scores and the MSS scores.
The second research question of the study intended to compare coaches’ perceptions of
their multicultural competence to their athletes’ perceptions of the coaches’ multicultural
competence. In order to assess this, mean team scores of the MSS from athletes and coaches
were compared using 2 Group (Coach, Athlete) by 1 Dimension (Multicultural Competence)
paired t-test. This analysis allowed for the researcher to statistically compare ratings of coaches
with average ratings of their own athletes. In addition, a repeated measure ANCOVA was
conducted using within-team agreement and response rate as covariates to take into account low
within-team consistency and/or low team response rate. Other covariates were considered in the
analysis such as any demographic variables that might have had a significant impact on the MSS
scores. Box plots were generated as part of the statistical analysis.
The third research question of the study aimed to determine if there were greater
discrepancies between coaches’ perceptions and athletes’ perceptions of the coaches’
multicultural competence when considering different identities of diversity. To address this, the
researcher performed a follow-up analysis in which they examined the number of coaches who
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rated themselves differently to their athletes using an analytic strategy employed in previous
research (Kavussanu et al., 2008; Short & Short, 2004). First for each team, the researcher
computed the 95% Confidence Interval (CI) for the mean of the athletes’ ratings for each of the
diversity identity-related items (items 9 to 15) on the MSS. The limits of this CI were computed
by adding to and subtracting from the sample mean the standard error (SE) of the mean
multiplied by the t-statistic associated with a p of 0.05 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Second, for
each team, the researcher classified the coach’s score as follows: lower than their athletes’ score
if it was below the lower limit of the 95% CI; equal to their athletes’ score if it was within the
95% CI; and higher than their athletes’ score if it was above the upper limit of the 95% CI. The
number of coaches classified in each category (i.e., lower, equal, and higher) for the various
items and the total were illustrated in a table once data analysis was completed.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
Description of Sample
The purpose of this study was to (1) highlight the importance of multicultural
competence in the area of sport coaching and (2) contribute to the lack of multicultural
competence research in sport coaching by considering athletes’ perceptions as well as coaches’
perceptions of coaches’ multicultural competence. To address this purpose, data for this
investigation were gathered through the administration of an online survey that included the
request for demographic information and the Multicultural Skills Survey (MSS). In total, over
900 college athletic departments across the NCAA, NAIA, and NJCAA levels were recruited to
participate in this study. Considering that each athletic department has an average of ten athletic
teams, it can be estimated that roughly 9,000 athletic teams were recruited for this study. Of
those 9,000 teams, 19 returned matching data from head coaches and student-athletes. These 19
teams included the following sports: baseball, basketball, golf, soccer, softball, swimming and
diving, tennis, volleyball, and wrestling. A detailed breakdown of these teams’ level and sport is
presented in Table 2.
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Table 2
Team Level and Sport Characteristics
Team
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

Level
NCAA DII
NJCAA
NCAA DII
NAIA
NJCAA
NCAA DI
NJCAA
NAIA
NAIA
NAIA
NAIA
NAIA
NCAA DIII
NCAA DIII
NCAA DI
NAIA
NAIA
NCAA DI
NJCAA

Sport
Women’s Wrestling
Swimming & Diving
Swimming & Diving
Men’s Golf
Men’s Basketball
Women’s Volleyball
Women’s Soccer
Softball
Men’s Soccer
Women’s Volleyball
Baseball
Women’s Basketball
Men’s and Women’s Tennis
Swimming & Diving
Women’s Volleyball
Men’s Basketball
Swimming & Diving
Men’s Basketball
Men’s Tennis

A total of 19 active college coaches employed at a university competing in the NCAA,
NAIA, or NJCAA athletics completed surveys. Of those 19 respondents, 3 (15.7%) coached at
the NCAA Division I level, 2 (10.5%) coached at the NCAA Division II level, 2 (10.5%)
coached at the NCAA Division III level, 8 (42.1%) coached at the NAIA level, and 4 (21.0%)
coached at the NJCAA level. Regarding gender, 11 (57.9%) identified as male, and 8 (42.1%)
identified as female. As for age, 2 were within 18 to 29 years old (10.5%), 8 were within 30 to 39
years old (42.1%), 5 were 40 to 49 years old (26.3%), 2 were within 50 to 59 years old (10.5%),
1 was within 60 to 69 years old (5.3%), and 1 was 70 years or older (5.3%). Regarding
race/ethnicity, 11 (57.9%) of the respondents were White/Caucasian, 3 (15.8%) identified as
Black/African American, 1 (5.3%) identified as Hispanic/Latino/Spanish Origin, Asian 1 (5.3%),
American Indian/Alaskan 1 (5.3%), and Other 2 (10.5%). A majority (89.4%) identified as
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heterosexual, while 5.3% identified as homosexual and another 5.3% identified their sexuality as
Other.
Amongst the coach participants, 17 (89.4%) identified as Christian while 2 (10.5%)
identified as Atheist/Agnostic. In regard to items related to social class and education, a majority
of the coaches identified as middle class (73.7%), that they were not first-generation college
students (57.8%), and that the highest education attained by their parents was a master’s degree
(31.5%). As for years of coaching experience, 1 has been coaching under 1 year (5.3%), 5 have
been coaching 2 to 5 years (26.3%), 4 have been coaching 6 to 10 years (21.1%), 3 have been
coaching 11 to 15 years (15.8%), 4 have been coaching 16 to 20 years (21.1%), and 2 have been
coaching for more than 20 years (10.5%). The average years spent in the current coaching
position was 6.289 years, with more than half of them (52.6%) coaching a team consisting of 11
to 20 athletes. Lastly, 68.4% of the coaches reported that they have previously participated in a
diversity or cultural competence course.
In addition, a total of 132 college athletes completed the surveys. All of the athlete
respondents were between 18 to 29 years old, and a majority (57.6%) were female while 42.4%
were male. The majority of athletes identified as White/Caucasian (53.8%), heterosexual
(89.4%), Christian (85.6%), and middle class (83.3%). Furthermore, 30.3% of athletes reported
that the highest degree attained by their parents was a bachelor’s degree, 75.8% reported that
they are not first-generation college students, and 78.8% of the athletes are on an athletic
scholarship. As for the number of years they have been a college athlete, 41 were in their first
year (31.1%), 29 were in their second year (21.9%), 32 were in their third year (24.2%), 25 were
in their fourth year (18.9%), 4 were in their fifth year (3.0%), and 1 was in their sixth year
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(0.7%). All the demographic information of the coach and athlete participants is presented in
Table 3.
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Table 3
Demographic Characteristics of Coaches and Athletes
Variable
Total
Level
NCAA DI
NCAA DII
NCAA DIII
NAIA
NJCAA
Gender
Male
Female
Age
18-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-69
70+
Race/Ethnicity
White/Caucasian
Black/African American
Hispanic/Latino
Asian
Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander
American Indian/Alaskan Native
Other
Sexuality
Heterosexual
Homosexual
Bisexual
Other
Religion
Christian
Atheist/Agnostic
Buddhist
Hindu
Jewish
Muslim
Other

Coaches

Athletes

n
19

%
100

n
132

%
100

3
2
2
8
4

15.8
10.5
10.5
42.1
21.1

20
14
10
75
13

15.1
10.6
7.6
56.8
9.8

11
8

57.9
42.1

56
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42.4
57.6

2
8
5
2
1
1

10.5
42.1
26.3
10.5
5.3
5.3

132
0
0
0
0
0

100
0
0
0
0
0

11
3
1
1
0
1
2

57.8
15.8
5.3
5.3
0
5.3
10.5

71
26
18
6
1
0
10

53.8
19.7
13.6
4.5
0.7
0
7.6

17
1
0
1

89.4
5.3
0
5.3

118
4
5
5

89.4
3.0
3.8
3.8

17
2
0
0
0
0
0

89.4
10.5
0
0
0
0
0

113
6
1
1
2
1
8

85.6
4.5
0.7
0.7
1.5
0.7
6.1
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Table 3, continued
Variable
Social Class
Upper
Middle
Lower
Highest Education Attained by Parents
Less than high school diploma
High school diploma or GED
Some college but no degree
Bachelor’s Degree
Associate’s Degree
Master’s Degree
Doctorate Degree
First Generation College Student
Yes
No
Years as a College Athlete
1
2
3
4
5
6
Are You on an Athletic Scholarship?
Yes
No
Total Years of College Coaching
Experience
Under 1 year
2-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
More than 20 years
Number of Athletes Currently on the
Team
1-10
11-20
21-30
31-40
41+

Coaches

Athletes

n

%

n

%

2
14
3

10.5
73.7
15.8

11
110
11

8.3
83.3
8.3

0
4
3
5
0
6
1

0
21.1
15.8
26.3
0
31.5
5.3

5
20
25
40
8
31
3

3.8
15.1
18.9
30.3
6.1
21.5
2.3

8
11

42.1
57.8

32
100

24.2
75.8

41
29
32
25
4
1

31.1
21.9
24.2
18.9
3.0
0.7

104
28

78.8
21.2

1
5
4
3
4
2

5.3
26.3
21.1
15.8
21.1
10.5

4
10
3
0
2

21.1
52.6
15.8
0
10.5
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Table 3, continued
Variable

Coaches
n

Years Spent in Current Coaching
Position
M
SD
Range
Participated in Diversity/Cultural
Competence Course
Yes
No

Athletes
%

n

%

6.289
6.301
1-21

13
6

68.4
31.6

The MSS scores were averaged for each demographic subgroup in order to evaluate if
there were any noteworthy trends or differences in the data within subgroups. These values were
calculated for both coaches and athletes and are displayed in Table 4.
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Table 4
Average MSS Scores by Demographic Characteristics
Variable
MSS Scores
Total (n)
Level
NCAA DI
NCAA DII
NCAA DIII
NAIA
NJCAA
Gender
Male
Female
Age
18-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-69
70+
Race/Ethnicity
White/Caucasian
Black/African American
Hispanic/Latino
Asian
Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander
American Indian/Alaskan Native
Other
Sexuality
Heterosexual
Homosexual
Bisexual
Other
Religion
Christian
Atheist/Agnostic
Buddhist
Hindu
Jewish
Muslim
Other

Coaches

Athletes

M
19

SD
-

M
132

SD
-

3.17
2.94
2.97
3.20
3.26

0.73
0.09
0.13
0.49
0.28

3.46
3.47
3.39
3.30
3.69

0.47
0.54
0.49
0.60
0.41

3.27
3.01

0.39
0.45

3.46
3.33

0.54
0.57

2.69
3.23
3.06
3.37
-

0.26
0.51
0.32
0.35
-

3.39
-

0.56
-

3.01
3.73
2.97

0.35
0.47
0.13

3.37
3.39
3.45
3.22
3.40

0.60
0.49
0.49
0.52
0.63

3.16
-

0.46
-

3.42
2.83
3.16
3.37

0.56
0.45
0.26
0.55

3.11
3.56
-

0.40
0.62
-

3.42
3.35
3.97
3.06

0.56
0.55
0.04
0.54

83
Table 4, continued
Variable
MSS Scores
Social Class
Upper
Middle
Lower
Highest Education Attained by Parents
Less than high school diploma
High school diploma or GED
Some college but no degree
Bachelor’s Degree
Associate’s Degree
Master’s Degree
Doctorate Degree
First Generation College Student
Yes
No
Years as a College Athlete
1
2
3
4
5
6
Are You on an Athletic Scholarship?
Yes
No
Total Years of College Coaching
Experience
Under 1 year
2-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
More than 20 years
Number of Athletes Currently on the
Team
1-10
11-20
21-30
31-40
41+

Coaches

Athletes

M

SD

M

SD

3.44
3.10
3.23

0.79
0.41
0.38

3.28
3.41
3.31

0.44
0.57
0.50

3.34
3.35
2.85
3.11
-

0.28
0.58
0.26
0.49
-

3.46
3.52
3.32
3.42
3.50
3.32
3.00

0.43
0.52
0.57
0.62
0.45
0.55
0.31

3.23
3.11

0.45
0.43

3.43
3.37

0.47
0.58

3.51
3.27
3.42
3.24
3.44
-

0.48
0.55
0.47
0.74
0.46
-

3.36
3.49

0.58
0.47

2.91
3.56
3.19
2.94
3.09

0.29
0.34
0.71
0.24
0.04

3.50
3.12
2.94
3.00

0.48
0.44
0.11
0.44
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Table 4, continued
Variable
MSS Scores
Participated in Diversity/Cultural
Competence Course
Yes
No

Coaches

Athletes

M

SD

3.03
3.44

0.28
0.58

M

SD

When considering the level of competition, NCAA DII coaches reported the lowest
average MSS scores (M = 2.97, SD = 0.13) and NJCAA coaches reported the highest average
MSS scores (M = 3.26, SD = 0.28). NJCAA athletes also reported the highest average MSS
scores (M = 3.69, SD = 0.41), however NAIA athletes had the lowest reported average MSS
scores (M = 3.30, SD = 0.60). Both male coaches (M = 3.27, SD = 0.39) and male athletes (M =
3.46, SD = 0.54) had higher average MSS scores than their female counter parts (Coaches: M =
3.01, SD = 0.45; Athletes: M = 3.33, SD = 0.57). Coaches in the 50 to 59 year age range reported
the highest average MSS scores (M = 3.37, SD = 0.35) while coaches in the 18 to 29 year age
range reported the lowest average MSS scores (M = 2.69, SD = 0.26).
Regarding sexuality, the athletes who identified as heterosexual had the highest average
of MSS scores (M = 3.42, SD = 0.56) while the athletes who identified as homosexual reported
the lowest average MSS scores (M = 2.83, SD = 0.45). Both coaches and athletes who identified
as first-generation college students had higher MSS scores compared to their counterparts who
are not first-generation college students. Also, the athletes who identified as not being on an
athletic scholarship reported a higher average MSS score (M = 3.49, SD 0.47) compared to the
athletes who are on an athletic scholarship (M = 3.36, SD = 0.58). Lastly, it is worth mentioning
that the coaches who have previously participated in a diversity or cultural competence course
reported lower average MSS scores (M = 3.03, SD = 0.28) compared to their counterparts who
did not attend such a course (M = 3.44, SD = 0.58).
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Despite many differences in MSS scores within subgroups, none of these differences
were deemed to be statistically significant. For the athlete MSS scores, ANOVA tests were
calculated to determine if there were any differences between the demographic subgroups and no
significant differences were found. For the coach MSS scores, a visual inspection was performed
due to the small sample size of coach data, and it was determined that the coach responses were
very homogeneous across subgroup demographic variables.
Research Question 1
Q1

How consistent are collegiate athletes’ perceptions of the collegiate coach’s
multicultural competence within the same team?

Within-Team Agreement
The first purpose of the study was to examine whether athletes’ perceptions of the
coach’s multicultural competence were consistent within the same team. To assess this, the
degree of consensus in the athletes’ ratings were evaluated by computing the within-team
agreement index (rwg(j); James et al., 1984). The equation for the within-team agreement is as
follows: rwg(j) = 1 – (sxj2/𝜎EU2). In this equation, sxj2 was the variance from the athletes’ responses.
The other variable in the equation, 𝜎EU2 was calculated from the following formula: 𝜎EU2 = (A2 –
1)/12. In this case, A corresponds to the number of alternatives in the response scale which for
the MSS was 4. This meant that 𝜎EU2 = 1.25. The variances of the athletes’ responses for each
team were calculated on every item of the MSS. Then, the variances were plugged into the
equation to compute the within-team agreement value for each item. These values were averaged
for each team to result in one within-team agreement value for each team.
On average, there were 6.95 athletes on each team (SD = 4.93, range = 2-21). The overall
mean value for rwg(j) was 0.71 (SD = 0.12, range 0.50-0.92). The within-team agreement indices
for each team are presented in Table 5.
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Table 5
Within-Team Agreement Indices
Team
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

n
10
5
4
3
4
7
3
21
14
12
11
7
7
2
4
4
3
9
2

rwg(j)
0.57
0.84
0.73
0.73
0.76
0.86
0.58
0.52
0.74
0.62
0.50
0.62
0.69
0.92
0.74
0.71
0.58
0.85
0.82

With the overall mean value for rwg(j) being over 0.70, it could be considered that these
values indicate sufficient within-team consensus in perceived coaching multicultural competence
that justify aggregating individual data. However, eight out of the nineteen teams have a team
rwg(j) value that is below 0.70 suggesting that nearly half of the teams do not have an acceptable
level of within-team agreement. In response to the Research Question 1, eleven out of the
nineteen teams reflect that athletes’ perceptions of their coach’s multicultural competence are
consistent within the same team.
Research Question 2
Q2

To what degree are collegiate coaches’ perceptions of their multicultural
competence congruent with their athletes’ perceptions?
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Paired Sample t-test Analysis
The second purpose of the study was to examine whether coaches’ reports of coaching
multicultural competence and athletes’ reports of coaching multicultural competence differed.
Mean athlete scores were compared with mean coach scores using a 2 Group (Coach, Athlete) by
1 Dimension (Multicultural Competence) paired t-test. In order to conduct this analysis, overall
mean scores for each team were calculated using the athletes’ responses from each team. This
resulted in 19 average team scores to be paired with the 19 coaches and their average scores.
This analysis allowed the researcher to statistically compare ratings of coaches with those of
their own athletes. The test results (shown in Tables 6 and 7) indicated a significant difference
between coaches’ (M = 3.16, SD = 0.43) and athletes’ (M = 3.43, SD = 0.27) perceptions of the
coaches’ multicultural competence [t (18) = 2.98, p < 0.05 (two-tailed)]. The mean difference in
MSS scores was 0.27 with a 95% Confidence Interval ranging from 0.08 to 0.46. Overall, the test
reveals that athletes rated coaches higher than coaches rated themselves on the MSS scores.
Table 6
Paired Samples Statistics
Group
Athletes
Coaches

M
3.43
3.16

n
19
19

SD
0.27
0.43

SEM
0.06
0.10

Table 7
Paired Samples t-test

Group
Athletes Coaches

M

SD

0.27

0.37

Paired Difference
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
SEM
Lower
Upper
0.09

0.08

0.46

t

df

2.98

18

Sig. (2tailed)
0.008
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Figure 3 provides a visual representation of the coach and athlete MSS scores in the form
of box plots (see Figure 3 below).
Figure 3
Box Plots of Coach and Athlete MSS Scores

Analysis of Variance and
Analysis of Covariance
In addition, it was anticipated that different response rates and within-team agreement
values could be confounding factors on the MSS scores. It was also anticipated that the
demographic variables could influence the MSS scores; however, none of the demographic
variables were included in the following analysis due to the inspection finding no noticeable
differences across subgroup demographic variables. To inspect this, a series of tests were run.
The first test was an Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) using the coach and athlete MSS scores.
The ANOVA is a statistical method used to test difference between two or more group means.
For the purposes of this analysis, the ANOVA was run first to be able to compare the output with
the output from the analysis of the covariates. The results from the ANOVA show that the coach
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MSS scores and the athlete MSS scores were statistically different at p = 0.008. This is
consistent with the results from the paired t-test comparing coach and athlete MSS scores.
Next, a repeated measure Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) was conducted using
within-team agreement and response rate as covariates to take into account low within-team
agreement and low response rates. This was done to enable the researcher to compare coach and
athlete MSS scores while controlling for within-team agreement and response rate. A series of
ANCOVA tests were run, first with just the response rate as a covariate, second with just the
within-team agreement as a covariate, and third with both the response rate and the within-team
agreement as covariates. All three ANCOVA tests show that across the coach and athlete MSS
scores, there were no significant differences found when controlling for just the response rate [F
(1, 18) = 1.697, p = 0.210], when controlling for just within-team agreement [F (1, 18) = 0.015, p
= 0.903], and when controlling for both response rate and within-team agreement [F (1, 18) =
0.008, p = 0.929] (see Table 8).
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Table 8
ANOVA and ANCOVA Summary Table
SS
0.699

df
1.0

MS
0.699

F
8.903

p
0.008

Model 2
ANCOVA
with
Response
Rate

0.141

1.0

0.141

1.697

0.210

Model 3
ANCOVA
with rwg(j)

0.001

1.0

0.001

0.015

0.903

Model 4
ANCOVA
with both

0.001

1.0

0.001

0.008

0.929

Model 1
Repeated
Measure
ANOVA

Upon conducting the ANOVA and ANCOVA tests, it was apparent that there were
inconsistencies between the results. To investigate this further, correlations were calculated
between the coach MSS scores, the athlete MSS scores, and the two covariates – within-team
agreement and response rate. Correlations range between 1 and -1 and the closer the output is to
0, the weaker the correlation is between two variables. The correlations between within-team
agreement and athlete MSS scores (0.255) and within-team agreement and coach MSS scores
(0.022) were both values close to zero. The correlations between response rate and athlete MSS
scores (-0.032) and response rate and coach MSS scores (-0.010) were also both close to zero.
Overall, the correlation results reveal that there is no correlation between the covariates and the
MSS scores, and this is a violation of the ANCOVA tests. As such, the ANCOVA is not
appropriate for this analysis. The correlation results are shown in Table 9.

91
Table 9
Correlations
Athlete MSS
Coach MSS

rwg(j)
0.255
0.022

Response Rate
-0.032
-0.010

Paired Sample t-test Separated by
Within-Team Agreement
Despite determining the ANCOVA was not an appropriate test for this analysis, it was
still important that the within-team agreement and response rate were taken into account when
considering differences between the coach and athlete MSS scores. However, upon further
consideration the response rate threshold of 25% was already used as an inclusion criterion for
team data. This meant that only the within-team agreement needed to be addressed. In order to
conduct this analysis, the 19 teams were split into a low within-team agreement group and a high
within-team agreement group. Teams were placed into the low group if their within-team
agreement was below 0.7 while teams were placed into the high group if their within-team
agreement was at or above 0.7. This resulted in 8 teams being placed in the low group and 11
teams being placed in the high group. Next, a paired samples t-test was run to compare the
means of the athlete and coach MSS scores from the low group. The test results (shown in Tables
10 and 11) indicated there was no significant difference between coaches’ (M = 3.10, SD = 0.50)
and athletes’ (M = 3.33, SD = 0.26) perceptions of the coaches’ multicultural competence [t (7) =
1.45, p = 0.191 (two-tailed)] from the low within-team agreement group. The mean difference in
MSS scores was 0.23 with a 95% Confidence Interval ranging from -0.15 to 0.61.
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Table 10
Paired Samples Statistics of Low Within-Team Agreement Teams
Group
Athletes
Coaches

M
3.33
3.10

n
8
8

SD
0.26
0.50

SEM
0.09
0.18

Table 11
Paired Samples t-test of Low Within-Team Agreement Group

Group
Athletes Coaches

M

SD

0.23

0.45

Paired Difference
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
SEM
Lower
Upper
0.16

-0.15

0.61

t

df

1.45

7

Sig. (2tailed)
0.191

Figure 4 provides a visual representation of the coach and athlete MSS scores from the
low within-team agreement group in the form of box plots (see Figure 4 below).
Figure 4
Box Plots of Coach and Athlete MSS Scores of Low Within-Team Agreement Group
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In addition, a paired samples t-test was run to compare the means of the athlete and coach
MSS scores from the high group. The test results (shown in Tables 12 and 13) indicated there
was a significant difference between coaches’ (M = 3.21, SD = 0.39) and athletes’ (M = 3.51, SD
= 0.26) perceptions of the coaches’ multicultural competence [t (10) = 2.69, p = 0.023 (twotailed)] from the high within-team agreement group. The mean difference in MSS scores was
0.30 with a 95% Confidence Interval ranging from 0.05 to 0.55.
Table 12
Paired Samples Statistics of High Within-Team Agreement Group
Group
Athletes
Coaches

M
3.51
3.21

n
11
11

SD
0.26
0.39

SEM
0.08
0.12

Table 13
Paired Samples t-test of High Within-Team Agreement Group

Group
Athletes Coaches

M

SD

0.30

0.37

Paired Difference
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
SEM
Lower
Upper
0.11

0.05

0.55

t

df

2.69

10

Sig. (2tailed)
0.023

Figure 5 provides a visual representation of the coach and athlete MSS scores from the
high within-team agreement group in the form of box plots (see Figure 5 below).
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Figure 5
Box Plots of Coach and Athlete MSS Scores of High Within-Team Agreement Group

The tests reveal that amongst the low within-team agreement group, the difference
between athlete and coach MSS scores was not significantly different. However, amongst the
high within-team agreement group, the difference between athlete and coach MSS scores was
significantly different with the athletes rating coaches higher than the coaches rated themselves.
Overall, in response to Research Question 2, the initial paired sample t-test suggest that
the athletes’ perceptions are significantly higher than the coaches’ perceptions of the coaches’
multicultural competence. Further analysis shows that the athletes from teams with low withinteam agreement do not have significantly different perceptions from their coaches’ perceptions.
However, when the teams do have a high within-team agreement, the results show that the
athletes’ perceptions are significantly different from their coaches’ perceptions. This result is
consistent with the initial t-test results suggesting that the coach and athlete perceptions are
significantly different when controlling for within-team agreement.
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Research Question 3
Q3

Are there greater discrepancies between collegiate coaches’ perceptions and
athletes’ perceptions of the coaches’ multicultural competence when considering
different identities of diversity (e.g., race, gender, sexuality, religion, social
class)?

Confidence Intervals
Finally, the researcher addressed the third purpose of the study by performing an analysis
to examine the number of coaches who rated themselves similar to their athletes using 95%
Confidence Intervals (CI). First, for each team, a 95% CI was computed for the mean of the
athletes’ ratings for each of the seven items on the MSS that inquire about the coach’s ability to
assess the needs of athletes in regard to several different social identities. More specifically, the
items address gender, sexuality, social class, race, and religion. The limits of these CIs were
computed by adding to and subtracting from the sample mean the standard error of the mean
multiplied by the t-statistic associated with a p of 0.05. The 95% CIs represent a range of values
which we can be 95% confident contains the true mean of each team’s athletes. Within-team
agreement was accounted for with the calculation of these CIs since the CIs provide some
variability to the athletes’ mean scores. The CIs, athletes’ average ratings, and the coaches’
scores for each of the seven social identity measures can be found in Table 14.
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Table 14
Coaches’ and Athletes’ Ratings: Means and Standard Deviations
Team
1

2

3

4

5

Variable
Female
Male
Transgender
Non-Heterosexual
Social Class
Race
Religion
Female
Male
Transgender
Non-Heterosexual
Social Class
Race
Religion
Female
Male
Transgender
Non-Heterosexual
Social Class
Race
Religion
Female
Male
Transgender
Non-Heterosexual
Social Class
Race
Religion
Female
Male
Transgender
Non-Heterosexual
Social Class
Race
Religion

Coaches’
Self-Rating
3
2
2
3
3
3
3
2
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
1
3
3
3
3
3
4
2
3
4
4
4
3
3
2
3
3
4
4

n
10

5

4

3

4

Athletes Ratings
M
3.4
3.0
3.3
3.7
3.5
3.6
3.7
3.8
3.8
3.8
3.8
3.8
3.8
3.8
3.8
3.3
3.0
3.5
3.8
3.8
3.8
3.7
3.7
3.7
3.7
3.7
3.7
3.7
3.5
3.5
3.5
3.5
3.8
3.8
3.8

95% CI
SD
0.7
1.2
0.9
0.5
0.7
0.7
0.5
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.5
0.5
1.2
0.6
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.5
0.5
0.5

3.0-3.8
2.3-3.7
2.6-3.8
3.4-4.0
3.0-3.9
3.1-4.0
3.38-4.0
3.3-4.0
3.3-4.0
3.3-4.0
3.3-4.0
3.3-4.0
3.3-4.0
3.3-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
2.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
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Table 14, continued
Team
6

7

8

9

10

Variable
Female
Male
Transgender
Non-Heterosexual
Social Class
Race
Religion
Female
Male
Transgender
Non-Heterosexual
Social Class
Race
Religion
Female
Male
Transgender
Non-Heterosexual
Social Class
Race
Religion
Female
Male
Transgender
Non-Heterosexual
Social Class
Race
Religion
Female
Male
Transgender
Non-Heterosexual
Social Class
Race
Religion

Coaches’
Self-Rating
4
1
1
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
2
2
3
3
3
3
3
4
2
2
3
4
3
3
1
1
3
3
3
3

n
7

3

21

14

12

Athletes Ratings
M
3.1
2.9
2.6
2.7
3.1
3.0
3.1
4.0
3.7
4.0
4.0
4.0
3.3
3.7
3.5
3.2
3.2
3.5
3.4
3.5
3.3
3.4
3.7
3.5
3.6
3.8
3.8
3.8
3.3
2.5
2.6
3.0
3.2
3.0
3.3

95% CI
SD
0.4
0.4
0.5
0.8
0.4
0.0
0.4
0.0
0.6
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.6
0.6
0.7
0.8
0.9
0.7
0.6
0.7
0.7
0.8
0.5
0.9
0.9
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.6
0.9
0.8
0.6
0.6
0.9
0.7

3.0-3.5
2.5-3.0
2.2-3.0
2.2-3.3
3.0-3.5
3.0-3.0
3.0-3.5
4.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
4.0-4.0
4.0-4.0
4.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.2-3.8
2.9-3.6
2.9-3.6
3.2-3.8
3.2-3.7
3.2-3.8
3.0-3.7
2.9-3.7
3.5-3.9
3.0-3.9
3.1-3.9
3.5-4.0
3.5-4.0
3.5-4.0
2.9-3.6
2.0-3.0
2.1-3.0
2.7-3.3
2.8-3.5
2.5-3.4
3.0-3.7
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Table 14, continued
Team
11

12

13

14

15

Variable
Female
Male
Transgender
Non-Heterosexual
Social Class
Race
Religion
Female
Male
Transgender
Non-Heterosexual
Social Class
Race
Religion
Female
Male
Transgender
Non-Heterosexual
Social Class
Race
Religion
Female
Male
Transgender
Non-Heterosexual
Social Class
Race
Religion
Female
Male
Transgender
Non-Heterosexual
Social Class
Race
Religion

Coaches’
Self-Rating
2
3
2
2
3
3
3
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
3
3
2
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

n
11

7

7

2

4

Athletes Ratings
M
2.6
2.9
2.4
2.6
2.9
3.0
2.9
3.0
3.3
3.1
2.9
3.6
3.6
2.9
3.1
3.4
3.3
3.3
3.4
3.6
3.3
3.0
3.5
3.5
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.5
3.5
3.5
3.5
3.5
3.5
3.3

95% CI
SD
0.9
0.8
1.1
1.0
0.8
0.9
0.9
1.0
0.5
0.4
0.9
0.5
0.5
0.9
0.9
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.0
0.7
0.7
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.5

2.0-3.1
2.4-3.4
1.7-3.0
1.9-3.1
2.3-3.4
2.4-3.5
2.3-3.5
2.1-3.7
3.0-3.7
3.0-3.5
2.0-3.4
3.2-4.0
3.2-4.0
2.0-3.4
2.4-3.8
2.7-4.0
2.7-3.8
2.7-3.8
3.0-3.9
3.0-4.0
3.0-3.7
3.0-3.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-3.0
3.0-3.0
3.0-3.0
3.0-3.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
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Table 14, continued
Team
16

17

18

19

Variable
Female
Male
Transgender
Non-Heterosexual
Social Class
Race
Religion
Female
Male
Transgender
Non-Heterosexual
Social Class
Race
Religion
Female
Male
Transgender
Non-Heterosexual
Social Class
Race
Religion
Female
Male
Transgender
Non-Heterosexual
Social Class
Race
Religion

Coaches’
Self-Rating
3
3
3
4
3
3
3
3
4
2
2
4
4
4
2
4
1
1
4
4
2
4
4
3
3
4
4
4

n
4

3

9

2

Athletes Ratings
M
2.8
3.5
3.3
3.3
3.5
3.5
3.5
3.7
3.7
3.3
3.3
4.0
3.7
3.7
3.6
3.9
3.6
3.6
3.9
3.9
3.8
3.5
3.5
3.5
3.5
3.5
4.0
3.5

95% CI
SD
1.3
0.6
0.5
0.5
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
1.2
1.2
0.0
0.6
0.6
0.5
0.3
0.5
0.5
0.3
0.3
0.4
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.0
0.7

1.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
2.0-4.0
2.0-4.0
4.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.2-3.9
3.6-4.0
3.2-3.9
3.2-3.9
3.6-4.0
3.7-4.0
3.5-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
3.0-4.0
4.0-4.0
3.0-4.0

Second, for each team, the researcher classified the coach’s score as: lower than their
athletes’ score if it was below the lower limit of the 95% CI; equal to their athletes’ score if it
was within the 95% CI; and higher than their athletes’ score if it was above the upper limit of the
95% CI. The number of coaches classified in each category (i.e., lower, equal, and higher) for the
seven social identity measures and the total can be found in Table 15.
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Table 15
Number of Coaches Classified as Lower, Equal, or Higher Than Their Athletes

Variable
Female
Male
Transgender
Non-Heterosexual
Social Class
Race
Religion
Total

Lower
n (%)
4 (21)
5 (26)
12 (63)
6 (32)
4 (21)
3 (16)
4 (21)
38 (29)

Coach Classification
Equal
n (%)
13 (68)
12 (63)
6 (32)
12 (63)
15 (79)
16 (84)
14 (74)
88 (66)

Higher
n (%)
2 (11)
2 (11)
1 (5)
1 (5)
0 (0)
0 (0)
1 (5)
7 (5)

Inspection of the number of coaches in each category indicates that, very few coaches
rated themselves higher than their athletes on all measures. In total, the coaches only rated
themselves higher than their athletes 7 times out of a possible 133 (5%). Overall, on these
measures, the results showed that the coaches and athletes tended to perceive the coach similarly.
When considering all seven social identity measures, the coaches rated themselves equal to their
athletes 88 out of 133 times (66%). Of all the social identity measures, race (84%), social class
(79%), and religion (74%) had the highest percentages of coaches rating equal to their athletes.
Transgender had the lowest percentage of coaches rating equal to their athletes at 32% followed
by male (63%), non-heterosexual (63%), and female (68%). This reveals that coaches report the
least competence when interacting with transgender athletes.
Overall, for Research Question 3, majority of the coaches’ perceptions were equal to their
athletes’ perceptions when considering these different identities of diversity. However, there is a
notable discrepancy in perceptions that occurred in response to the coaches’ ability to coach
transgender athletes with 63% of coaches rating themselves lower than their athletes. In response
to Research Question 3, there are greater discrepancies between collegiate coaches’ perceptions
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and athletes’ perceptions of the coaches’ multicultural competence when considering different
identities of diversity.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
This chapter includes a discussion of the results as they pertain to the research questions,
the limitations of the study, implications for future research on the topic of multicultural
competence in college athletics, and lastly a section on the practical implications for the field of
sport coaching.
Summary of Interpretation of Data
The purpose of this study was to (1) highlight the importance of multicultural
competence in the area of sport coaching and (2) contribute to the lack of multicultural
competence research in sport coaching by considering athletes’ perceptions as well as coaches’
perceptions of coaches’ multicultural competence. To do this, the researcher compared athletes’
and coaches’ perceptions of the coaches’ multicultural competence to determine if coaches rated
themselves differently than their athletes perceived them to be. The quantitative data collection
involved the distribution of an online survey which aimed to answer these three research
questions:
Q1

How consistent are collegiate athletes’ perceptions of the collegiate coach’s
multicultural competence within the same team?

Q2

To what degree are collegiate coaches’ perceptions of their multicultural
competence congruent with their athletes’ perceptions?

Q3

Are there greater discrepancies between collegiate coaches’ perceptions and
athletes’ perceptions of the coaches’ multicultural competence when considering
different identities of diversity (e.g., race, gender, sexuality, religion, social
class)?
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Participants in this study consisted of 19 coaches and 132 athletes from a total of 19
athletic teams across the NCAA, NAIA, and NJCAA. Throughout the 19 teams a variety of
sports were represented including baseball, basketball, golf, soccer, softball, swimming and
diving, tennis, volleyball, and wrestling. The coaches completed the MSS by providing their
perceptions of their own multicultural competence. The athletes participated by completing the
MSS based on their perceptions of their coach’s multicultural competence. Upon the closing of
the data collection period, coach and athlete responses from the same team were paired together
and analyzed.
Research Question 1
Q1

How consistent are collegiate athletes’ perceptions of the collegiate coach’s
multicultural competence within the same team?

H1

Athletes’ perceptions of the coach’s multicultural competence will be consistent
amongst teammates from the same collegiate team.

To answer this question, within-team agreements were calculated for each of the 19
teams in the study. This resulted in 19 different within-team agreement values. When averaging
all of the values to compute an overall within-team agreement average across all 19 teams, the
average came out to be 0.71. Considering that this value is above 0.70, this would suggest that on
average the teams had consistent responses amongst athletes from the same team.
However, when taking a closer look at the within-team agreement values for each team,
there is wide range of values from 0.50 to 0.92. Further inspection reveals that eight out of the 19
teams have within-team agreement values that are below 0.70. This is nearly half of the
participating teams showing low consistency in the responses from their athletes.
Following the guideline that a reliability coefficient of 0.70 or higher is considered as
acceptable in most research fields (Henson, 2001), the initial hypothesis for Research Question 1
would be supported based on the overall average within-team agreement value of 0.71. It would
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appear that athletes’ perceptions of the coach’s multicultural competence were consistent
amongst teammates from the same collegiate team. The fact that nearly half of the teams had a
low within-team agreement value was taken into account when answering Research Question 2.
The results from Research Question 2 reveal that within-team agreement does make a difference
when it comes to comparing MSS scores. Future research should consider using within-team
agreement as an inclusion criterion similar to the way Kavussanu et al. (2008) did by removing
teams from their analysis that had low or negative within-team agreement values.
Research Question 2
Q2

To what degree are collegiate coaches’ perceptions of their multicultural
competence congruent with their athletes’ perceptions?

H2

Collegiate coaches’ perceptions of their multicultural competence will differ
significantly from their athletes’ perceptions.

After conducting a paired sample t-test to compare the means of all the coaches’ scores to
all of the athletes’ scores, the researcher found a significant difference between the two groups.
The average mean MSS score from the coach group was 3.16, and the average mean MSS score
from the athlete group was 3.43. This meant that on average, the athletes were rating their
coaches higher than the coaches were rating themselves. Prior to settling on this conclusion, it
was important to examine how factors such as the response rate and within-team agreement
might influence this observed difference in MSS scores.
The initial plan was to conduct an Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) test that would
use within-team agreement and response rate as covariates. However, the ANCOVA test was
violated when a correlation analysis revealed no correlations between the covariates and the
MSS scores. In addition, the researcher determined that since the response rate threshold of 25%
was already used as an inclusion criterion, it was not necessary to include in further analysis.
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In order to still assess the influence of within-team agreement on MSS scores, the 19
participating teams were split into two groups: a low within-team agreement group (n = 8) and a
high within-team agreement group (n = 11). Paired sample t-tests were conducted to compare
coach and athlete mean MSS scores within each group. The tests revealed no significant
difference between coach and athlete MSS scores in the low within-team agreement group. In the
high within-team agreement group, the test showed that there was a significant difference
between the coach and athlete MSS scores. Specifically, in the high within-team agreement
group, the athletes rated the coach higher than the coach rated themselves.
This result is consistent with the results from the first paired sample t-test conducted in
this analysis. In addition, this result supports the initial hypothesis for Research Question 2 that
collegiate coaches’ perceptions of their multicultural competence would differ significantly from
their athletes’ perceptions. However, since there was no significant difference in the low withinteam agreement group this means that within-team agreement should be taken into account when
comparing coach and athlete perceptions as it can influence the results.
Similar research studies have found coach and athlete perceptions to be significantly
different, but typically the coaches rated themselves higher compared to the athletes’ perceptions
of the coach (Kavussanu et al., 2008; Kenow & Williams, 1992; Short & Short, 2004; VargasTonsing et al., 2004). A different trend was observed in this study with the coaches’ average
MSS scores being lower than the athletes’ average MSS scores. Despite this difference in trend,
the average MSS scores for coaches in this study was similar to the average MSS scores from the
only other study to date that used the MSS with coaches which was a study that consisted of 30
NCAA Division II coaches (Wurst, 2018). In the Wurst (2018) study, the average score for the
coaches was 3.02 and the average MSS score for coaches in this study was 3.16.
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It could be that given the current emphasis that is being placed on diversity, equity, and
inclusion efforts that coaches have an increased sense of awareness of these issues. In fact, 13
out of the 19 coaches in this study reported that they have participated in a diversity or
multicultural competence course. On average, the coaches who have taken a course had a lower
MSS score at 3.03 compared to their coaching counterparts who haven’t taken such a course and
a higher MSS score of 3.44. It is possible that as coaches learn about these issues related to
multicultural competence they become more aware of what they need to work and improve on.
This heightened awareness could be what helps these coaches realize that they have room to
grow and could explain why they would rate themselves low on the MSS items relative to their
athletes.
In support of this notion, similar results were found in a qualitative research study
conducted by Norman (2018) in which the researcher interviewed coaches shortly after they
attended a workshop on integrating equity into their coaching. Overall, the coaches shared that
participating in the course helped them to realize that some of the language they had been using
was out of date and inappropriate. Taking the course helped the coaches realize that they need to
change and learn how to use more inclusive and equitable communication with their athletes.
Furthermore, the coaches stated that the course led them to self-critique their coaching in a way
they had not considered before. Research studies such as this one by Norman (2018) help to
enhance the understanding of the effect of diversity and equity trainings on sport coaches.
Additional research is needed to explore the potential causality of these trainings and lower MSS
self-ratings.
Research Question 3
Q3

Are there greater discrepancies between collegiate coaches’ perceptions and
athletes’ perceptions of the coaches’ multicultural competence when considering
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different identities of diversity (e.g., race, gender, sexuality, religion, social
class)?
H3

There will be greater discrepancies between certain identities of diversity (e.g.,
race, gender, sexuality, religion, social class) based on athletes’ and coaches’
perceptions of the collegiate coach’s multicultural competence.

To answer Research Question 3 the researcher calculated 95% Confidence Intervals (CI)
for the athletes’ responses to items 9 to 15 on the MSS for all 19 teams. The items each asked
about the coach’s ability to accurately assess the behavioral and learning needs of various social
identities. These social identities included male, female, transgender, non-heterosexual, social
class, race, and religion. If the coach’s self-rating fell within the CI created based on the athletes’
responses, they would be considered equal as the perceptions were similar to each other. On the
other hand, if the coach’s self-rating was higher or lower than the CI, that would be considered
higher or lower respectively as the ratings are not similar to each other. Across all items, the
coaches generally rated themselves equal to the athletes’ ratings. More specifically, the coaches
rated themselves equal to the CI 66% of the time, 29% of the coach self-ratings were lower, and
5% were higher. While this might seem to suggest that coach ratings and athlete ratings were
similar, it is important to remember that this data is only representative of a few items from the
MSS. The results using the CIs are specifically focusing on specific items addressing various
social identities.
When taking a closer look at the results, nearly every social identity had coaches rating
equal to their athletes at least 63% of the time. The only social identity that scored lower than
that was transgender which had coaches rate themselves equal to their athletes’ ratings just 32%
of the time. In fact, 63% of the coaches rated themselves lower than their athletes’ ratings when
considering their ability to accurately assess the behavioral and learning needs of transgender
athletes. This finding in particular is consistent with the results from Wurst (2018), which found
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that college coaches self-reported that they felt the least competence when interacting with
transgender athletes.
There can be many explanations for this specific finding. The first is that transgender
people make up a very small percentage of the US population at just 0.6% (Williams Institute,
2019). Due to this it is reasonable to think that most coaches have not knowingly or even
willingly have coached a transgender athlete and are uncertain of their abilities to do so. In
addition, transgender issues in athletics have gained renewed attention due to recent events.
In March 2022, Lia Thomas made headlines as she became the first openly transgender
athlete to win an NCAA Division I national championship in any sport, after winning the
women’s 500-yard freestyle. Thomas, who was assigned male at birth, realized in 2018 that she
questioned her gender identity and came out as transgender. She began transitioning using
hormone replacement therapy in May 2019 and continued to do so to be in compliance with
NCAA rules requiring transgender athletes to have one year of hormone replacement therapy to
be cleared to participate (Levenson, 2022). After a year of hormone replacement therapy,
Thomas submitted medical documentation and was approved to compete for the women’s team
for the 2020-2021 season at Pennsylvania State University where she was a student.
Following a season lost due to the COVID-19 pandemic, Thomas swam on the women’s
team in the 2021-2022 season and went on to win NCAA Division I national championship in
the 500-yard freestyle event. In doing so Thomas sparked public debate over transgender females
competing in women’s sports. In fact, 16 of Thomas’ own teammates wrote an anonymous letter
to the university and the Ivy League in which they stated Thomas had an unfair advantage and
that they support her gender transition out of the pool, but not necessarily in it (Levenson, 2022).
Thomas’ story is one that the public has seen before. In the 1970’s Renée Richards was a
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transwoman (man who has transitioned to woman) ophthalmologist and tennis player who
successfully sued to compete in the women’s category at the US Open (Levenson, 2022). More
recently in 2021, the International Olympic Committee (IOC) approved Laurel Hubbard, a
transwoman, to compete in the 2020 Summer Olympics in weightlifting. In doing so, Hubbard
became the first out transwoman to compete at the Olympics. Thomas is not the first athlete to
raise these types of concerns, and she definitely won’t be the last. Her story is one that reminds
coaches and governing bodies for athletics that there is still much to learn.
The results from this study support the initial hypothesis for Research Question 3 that
there were greater discrepancies between certain identities of diversity (e.g., race, gender,
sexuality, religion, social class) based on athletes’ and coaches’ perceptions of the collegiate
coach’s multicultural competence. More specifically, the greatest discrepancy was with coaches’
ability to accurately assess the behavioral and learning needs of transgender athletes.
Limitations and Future Directions
This study contributes significantly to the literature on coaches’ multicultural competence
in college athletics, specifically by providing a quantitative evaluation of athletes’ and coaches’
perceptions of the coach’s multicultural competence. Nevertheless, there are a number of
limitations to acknowledge, which will be important to address in future research of perceptions
of multicultural competence in college athletics.
First, the study is cross-sectional, which precludes firm assertions regarding the direction
of causality (Lavrakas, 2008). This means that data were observed at one time point and may not
reflect a complete picture of the study variables. In addition, observing changes over time is not
permitted in this type of study design. Future research may choose to collect data at two separate
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time points of the season in order to assess if and how the perceptions of coaches and athletes
change over time.
Second, another potential limitation of the study is the low response rate from coaches
and athletes. In total, roughly 9,000 athletic teams were recruited to participate in the study. Of
those 9,000 only 19 teams of athletes and coaches completed the survey. This gives an estimated
response rate of 0.21%. There are several possible reasons for this low response rate. To start, the
researcher attempted to recruit participants by contacting the athletic directors of NCAA
Division I programs. From there, the athletic director was instructed to distribute the survey links
to the head coaches and athletes. This was done in an attempt to limit any potential bias in the
selection of participants. However, this also created an additional point of contact that the
researcher needed to rely on for the surveys to reach the intended populations. When the
researcher followed up with phone calls to the athletic directors, most of the athletic directors did
not answer the phone call nor did they respond to the voice message that was left for them. For
the handful of athletic directors who did answer the phone call, it was apparent that the vast
majority of them ignored the email and never passed the information on to the coaches or
athletes. All of this helped to reveal that NCAA Division I athletic directors may not be the best
point of contact for recruiting research participants.
Following this, the recruitment pool was expanded to all NCAA divisions as well as
NAIA and NJCAA schools. The recruitment procedures were also changed to have the head
coach be the initial point of contact. This meant that the head coaches were emailed directly to
ask them to complete the survey and also distribute the survey links to their athletes. This change
resulted in an increased response rate, but it also led to some interesting responses from coaches.
For instance, several coaches stated that they would not be participating in the study because
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they were worried that their athletes’ participation with the survey would lead to divisiveness
within the team. It seemed the coaches were concerned that the survey items would either create
new problems or unearth deep-seated problems related to diversity, inclusion, and equity. Along
those same lines, two other coaches opted not to participate because they disagreed with the
motives behind the study. These coaches expressed that in their opinion studies such as this don’t
help but only make matters of diversity, inclusion, and equity worse.
Several coaches also said they would not participate because they were concerned about
any potential bad publicity that could result from their participation in the study. They were also
concerned there was nothing for them to gain from participating in the study. From the
perspective of these coaches it seemed that there was too much risk and not enough reward. This
was stated even after they were informed that their responses to the survey would remain
anonymous and that they would receive a summary of their results that can be an informative
resource to improve their coaching.
Based on these responses from coaches, it can be assumed that one potential cause of the
low response rate could be linked to the coaches themselves. These coaches could be
representative of a larger body of coaches who also chose not to participate in this study out of
fear. This is understandable from the viewpoint of coaches wanting to protect their job security
and self-image. However, it is critical for coaches to recognize that issues of diversity, equity,
and inclusion are becoming increasingly prevalent and can no longer be ignored or avoided.
Coaches should embrace this challenge as an opportunity to become more reflective practitioners
to be able to serve all of their athletes to the best of their ability.
Another factor that could’ve contributed to the low response rate is that as this is solely
an online survey, some people may have chosen not to respond because they are unfamiliar
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and/or untrusting of electronic data collection. The timing of the survey may have also played a
role in nonresponse bias, as certain coaches and players may have had less available time to
respond based on specific competitive seasons. For instance, a team that is in the middle of their
competitive season may have had less available time compared to a team that is in their preseason or off-season. In addition, since head coaches were singularly responsible for the
distribution of the survey to their athletes, it is possible that coaches failed to distribute the
surveys and/or only distributed the surveys to select athletes. In an attempt to prevent such
limitations, future research can aim to conduct in-person surveys with head coaches and athletes
during their off-seasons.
It is also important to note that the low response rate resulted in a total of 19 college
teams participating in the study. The a priori power analysis for paired t-test initially indicated
that a minimum sample size of 30 head coaches would be required to achieve 95% statistical
power while the significance level was set at an alpha of 0.05. Additionally, for the repeated
measures ANCOVA, a minimum sample size of 34 head coaches were deemed to be required
leading to an initial minimum sample size for the study of 34 head coaches and their athletes.
With this study only having 19 coaches and their athletes, future research should aim to collect a
larger sample size of data.
Finally, given the nature of the survey methodology, there are concerns inherent with
self-reporting data collection as complete trust is given to respondents to complete the survey
accurately and honestly. The researcher had to assume that participants responded accurately and
in accordance with their true beliefs, feelings, and experiences.
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Conclusion & Practical Implications
The purpose of this study was to (1) highlight the importance of multicultural
competence in the area of sport coaching and (2) contribute to the lack of multicultural
competence research in sport coaching by considering athletes’ perceptions as well as coaches’
perceptions of coaches’ multicultural competence. To do this, the researcher compared athletes’
and coaches’ perceptions of the coaches’ multicultural competence to determine if coaches rated
themselves differently than their athletes perceived them to be. Coaches and athletes from a total
19 teams from NCAA Division I, Division II, and Division III, NAIA, and NJCAA athletic
programs participated in this study. These 19 teams included the following sports: baseball,
basketball, golf, soccer, softball, swimming and diving, tennis, volleyball, and wrestling.
Analysis of the data resulted in a number of findings that will add to the literature on
multicultural competence in sport coaching. The coaches’ MSS ratings of themselves were
significantly lower than their athletes’ MSS ratings of their coaches. This remained true with the
teams that had a high within-team agreement of 0.70 or higher. When considering specific social
identities of diversity, coaches tended to have similar ratings compared to their athletes.
However, 63% of the coaches rated themselves lower than their athletes rated them when it came
to the coaches’ ability to accurately assess the behavioral and learning needs of transgender
athletes.
The results of this study have several practical implications for both sporting
organizations and coaches. Sporting organizations should follow procedures similar to the ones
used in this study to measure MSS perceptions of their coaches and athletes. Doing so will
enable sporting organizations to identify areas of multicultural competence that need to be
addressed through coach education and development training. With the coaches in this study
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rating themselves lower than their athletes, it is apparent that these coaches are aware that they
have room to grow and improve in terms of their multicultural competence. Should sporting
organizations find similar results, the proper next step would involve providing learning
opportunities for their coaches to help the coaches improve. Such training initiatives should be
developed and implemented to cover the three major components of multicultural competence:
awareness of one’s own worldview, knowledge and awareness of the worldview of the culturally
diverse individual, and the use of culturally appropriate intervention skills and strategies (Sue &
Sue, 2013). Based on the results from this study, coaches may have awareness of multicultural
issues but are lacking the knowledge and skills to address them. This can inform sporting
organizations to place a greater emphasis on equipping their coaches with the knowledge and
skills they need to improve their coaching.
In addition, sporting organizations need to have policies and trainings in place when it
comes to transgender athlete participation in sport. This is a challenge that many sporting
organizations are still learning to navigate. For over a decade, the NCAA has required
transwomen to be on testosterone suppression treatment for a year before they are allowed to
compete on a women’s team. Yet, in January 2022, in the wake of public debate sparked by Lia
Thomas, the NCAA said it would need to take a sport-by-sport approach to its rules on
transgender athletes’ participation and defer to each sport’s national governing body (Levenson,
2022).
There are a number of strategies that sporting organizations can implement in an effort to
create more inclusive spaces for transgender athletes. Providing equal opportunity for
transgender athletes, valuing diversity, and establishing relevant policies are the key components
for an inclusive environment (Griffin & Carroll, 2010). Paying attention to language and
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supporting transgender athletes with regard to team apparel styles, locker rooms, and restrooms
also contribute to the creation of a safe and welcoming environment (Herman, 2013).
To address the concerns of transgender athletes having an unfair advantage, it is
suggested that sporting organizations follow the policies set by the NCAA and the IOC. Current
IOC policy states that transmen (women who have transitioned to men) athletes may participate
in male sports without restriction and transwomen athletes can participate in female sports if
their identity is declared as female and testosterone levels are below set levels for 12 months
prior to competition (Zeigler, 2016). These policies are specifically formulated to combat these
perceived inequalities and possible physical advantages (Krane, 2014). The best practices for
sporting organizations are those that provide fair play through adversity (Griffin & Carroll,
2010).
To educate their coaches, sporting organizations should conduct trainings about
transgender people, their lives, the discrimination they may face, and the ways that all can be
allies. Coaches should be encouraged to use athletes’ sense of team and fair play to understand
that creating a safe space for and inclusion of transgender athletes is fair and team minded.
Furthermore, organizations should establish a consensus around policies for zero tolerance of
harassment toward or discrimination against transgender athletes (Morris & Van Raalte, 2016).
Future research should aim to evaluate the implementation and effectiveness of such trainings for
coaches.
Coaches in particular should ask athletes about the pronouns they use and honor the use
of those pronouns. In addition, coaches should be vigilant for any gender-based characterizations
and disparaging remarks being used by coaching staff or athletes. Coaches should use such
occurrences as teaching opportunities for education and increased understanding. In the case that
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working with a transgender athlete is challenging to a coach’s personal experiences, religious
beliefs, or the culture of the sport, it is advised that the coach find a trusted and informed
colleague to provide support and education about transgender individuals and their rights (Morris
& Van Raalte, 2016).
While it is clear that transgender athletes are an area that needs to be addressed, coaches
should continue to make a concerted effort to learn about all the different social identities and
prepare to make adjustments in their coaching practices. To start, coaches should learn about
other cultural identities to identify any potential biases and beliefs they have and how it might
influence their view of other cultures. Coaches can learn more about other cultures through
experiences, reading, engaging, and listening. Coaches should also remain current on issues and
adopt a lifelong learner approach to current diversity issues (Dixon, 2014). In doing so, coaches
can become familiar with aspects of culture that may impact a person’s approach to sport. From
there the coach can work to value the differences amongst people as strengths and
complimentary.
Another important step is for coaches to recognize and accept their responsibility to be an
advocate for their athletes. Coaches can accomplish this by creating a safe environment that
ensures all athletes are treated in a fair and respectful manner. This includes providing open
communication between coaches and athletes, so that athletes feel supported. Also, any policies
relative to race, gender, religion, sexuality, and other issues must be communicated and enforced
(Docheff, 2011). The coach must be a champion for all athletes and provide expectations for all
athletes to abide by.
Additionally, coaches should get to know their athletes’ families. Talk to the family
regularly - not only when there is a problem or when you are required to communicate. Share
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positive information about their child and consider the preferred written language of the family
when sending notes home. Lastly, current and experienced coaches should mentor new and
younger coaches and help guide them through the intricacies of being a multiculturally
competent coach. One way they can achieve this is by forming a professional learning
community to focus on increasing multicultural competence (Dixon, 2014). Coaches can share
resources such as articles and books and share experiences to help each other grow and improve.
The aims for this study were that the results would aide in improving coaching practices,
better inform coaching education and development, and unearth areas of particular strength and
weakness within multicultural competence of sport coaches. The current study provides a new
insight into coaches’ multicultural competencies by comparing the coaches’ and athletes’
perceptions of the coach. The results reveal that the coaches rated themselves significantly lower
than the athletes rated the coaches. Furthermore, the results also reveal that the coaches rated
themselves lowest in response to their ability to coach transgender athletes. Given the recent
events of social injustice and the shifting landscape of civil rights movements, the role that
coaches play will be paramount in creating equality for their athletes. The onus now falls on
sporting organizations and coaches to utilize the findings from research, such as this current
study and others, to improve their multicultural competence.
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MULTICULTURAL SKILLS SURVEY
This survey is designed to provide information about the needs of collegiate athletic coaches who
are interested in enhancing their professional effectiveness. This is not a test. No grades or
scores are given, and your results are confidential.
You will find a list of statements and/or questions about a variety of issues related to crosscultural interactions. Please read each statement/question carefully, and reply to the best of your
knowledge.
From the available choices, mark the response that best fits your reaction to each
statement/question.
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

*Please mark one response for each item
As the head coach, answer based on your perceptions of yourself.
1. How would you rate your ability to coach student-athletes from a cultural background
significantly different than your own?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

2. How would you rate your ability to effectively assess the needs of student-athletes from a
cultural background different from your own?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

3. In general, how would you rate yourself in terms of being able to effectively deal with biases,
discrimination, and prejudices directed at you by student-athletes?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

4. How well would you rate your ability to accurately identify culturally biased assumptions as
they relate to your professional training?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

5. In general, how would you rate your ability to accurately articulate a student-athlete's
behavioral problem when that individual is from a cultural group significantly different than your
own?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

6. In general, how would you rate your skill level in terms of being able to provide appropriate
coaching to culturally different student-athletes?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good
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7. How would you rate your ability to effectively consult with another professional concerning
the learning and behavioral needs of student-athletes whose cultural background is significantly
different from your own?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

8. How would you rate your ability to effectively secure information and resources to better
serve culturally different student-athletes?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

9. How would you rate your ability to accurately assess the behavioral and learning needs of
female student-athletes?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

10. How would you rate your ability to accurately assess the behavioral and learning needs of
male student-athletes?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

11. How would you rate your ability to accurately assess the behavioral and learning needs of
transgender student-athletes?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

12. How would you rate your ability to accurately assess the behavioral and learning needs of
student-athletes who identify as non-heterosexual (gay, lesbian, bisexual)?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

13. How would you rate your ability to accurately assess the behavioral and learning needs of
student-athletes who come from a different social class from your own?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

14. How would you rate your ability to accurately assess the behavioral and learning needs of
student-athletes who come from different racial backgrounds from your own?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

15. How would you rate your ability to accurately assess the behavioral and learning needs of
student-athletes who identify with a different religion from your own?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good
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MULTICULTURAL SKILLS SURVEY
This survey is designed to provide information about the needs of collegiate athletic coaches who
are interested in enhancing their professional effectiveness. This is not a test. No grades or
scores are given, and your results are confidential.
You will find a list of statements and/or questions about a variety of issues related to crosscultural interactions. Please read each statement/question carefully, and reply to the best of your
knowledge.
From the available choices, mark the response that best fits your reaction to each
statement/question.
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

*Please mark one response for each item
As an athlete, answer based on your perceptions of your current head coach.
1. How would you rate the coach’s ability to coach student-athletes from a cultural background
significantly different than their own?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

2. How would you rate the coach’s ability to effectively assess the needs of student-athletes from
a cultural background different from their own?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

3. In general, how would you rate the coach in terms of being able to effectively deal with biases,
discrimination, and prejudices directed at them by student-athletes?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

4. How well would you rate the coach’s ability to accurately identify culturally biased
assumptions as they relate to their professional training?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

5. In general, how would you rate the coach’s ability to accurately articulate a student-athlete's
behavioral problem when that individual is from a cultural group significantly different than their
own?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

6. In general, how would you rate the coach’s skill level in terms of being able to provide
appropriate coaching to culturally different student-athletes?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good
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7. How would you rate the coach’s ability to effectively consult with another professional
concerning the learning and behavioral needs of student-athletes whose cultural background is
significantly different from their own?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

8. How would you rate the coach’s ability to effectively secure information and resources to
better serve culturally different student-athletes?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

9. How would you rate the coach’s ability to accurately assess the behavioral and learning needs
of female student-athletes?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

10. How would you rate the coach’s ability to accurately assess the behavioral and learning
needs of male student-athletes?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

11. How would you rate the coach’s ability to accurately assess the behavioral and learning
needs of transgender student-athletes?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

12. How would you rate the coach’s ability to accurately assess the behavioral and learning
needs of student-athletes who identify as non-heterosexual (gay, lesbian, bisexual)?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

13. How would you rate the coach’s ability to accurately assess the behavioral and learning
needs of student-athletes who come from a different social class from their own?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

14. How would you rate the coach’s ability to accurately assess the behavioral and learning
needs of student-athletes who come from different racial backgrounds from their own?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good

15. How would you rate the coach’s ability to accurately assess the behavioral and learning
needs of student-athletes who identify with a different religion from their own?
Very limited

Limited

Good

Very Good
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COLLEGIATE HEAD COACH DEMOGRAPHIC FORM
Please circle and/or write responses for all questions. Use the space provided to offer any
explanation needed.
Name: __________________________
Gender Identification (Please Circle One):
Male

Female

Transgender

Non-binary/non-conforming

Age (in years): _________________________
Number of Athletes Currently on the Team: ________________________
School: __________________________
Sport: ______________________________
Conference: __________________________
Level (Please Circle One): NCAA Division I
NAIA

NCAA Division II

NCAA Division III

Junior College

Racial Identity (Please Circle All That Apply):
Black/African-American

Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian

White/Caucasian

Hispanic/Latino

Other: _____________________________________

Sexual Orientation (Please Circle):
Heterosexual

Homosexual

Bisexual

Other

Social Class (Please Circle. Answer based on your perception of your social class):
Lower

Middle

Upper

Highest Education Level Attained by your Parents:
Parent 1: __________________

Parent 2: ____________________

Were you a First-Generation College Student?
Yes

No

Religion: ________________________
Current Collegiate Sport Coaching Position(s) (please list title, level, sport, and years in
position(s):
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______________________________________________________________________________
Previous Collegiate Sport Coaching Position(s) (please list title, level, sport, and years in
each position):
1)____________________________________________________________________________
2)____________________________________________________________________________
3)____________________________________________________________________________
4)____________________________________________________________________________
5)____________________________________________________________________________
6)____________________________________________________________________________
7)____________________________________________________________________________
8)____________________________________________________________________________
Total Years of Professional Experience in Collegiate Sport Coaching:
Under 1 year

2-5 years

6-10 years

11-15 years

16-20 years

More than 20 years

Have you ever Participated in a Diversity/Cultural Competence Course/Workshop?
YES

NO
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COLLEGIATE ATHLETE DEMOGRAPHIC FORM
Please circle and/or write responses for all questions. Use the space provided to offer any
explanation needed.
Gender Identification (Please Circle One):
Male

Female

Transgender

Non-binary/non-conforming

Age (in years): _________________________
Years as a Collegiate Athlete: __________________
Name of Head Coach: ________________________
School: __________________________
Sport: ______________________________
Conference: __________________________
Level (Please Circle One): NCAA Division I
NAIA

NCAA Division II

NCAA Division III

Junior College

Racial Identity (Please Circle All That Apply):
Black/African-American

Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian

White/Caucasian

Hispanic/Latino

Other: _____________________________________

Sexual Orientation (Please Circle):
Heterosexual

Homosexual

Bisexual

Other

Social Class (Please Circle. Answer based on your perception of your social class):
Lower

Middle

Upper

Highest Education Level Attained by your Parents:
Parent 1: __________________

Parent 2: ____________________

Are you a First-Generation College Student?
Yes

No

Are you Currently on an Athletic Scholarship?
Yes

No

Religion: ________________________
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Recruitment Email to Athletic Directors
Subject:
Participate in research related to multicultural competence and coaching!
Hello,
My name is Lee Arakawa, and I’m a doctoral student at the University of Northern Colorado. I
am reaching out to you to for your support and assistance in recruiting your athletic department’s
head coaches and student-athletes to participate in an important and meaningful study.
The ability to appropriately engage with individuals from all social identities is an ability many
sport coaches lack. This leads to controversies, firings, and bad publicity for many college
athletic departments. Therefore, it is vital that coaches develop multicultural competence, which
is defined as the ability to engage in behavior that maximizes the optimum development of team
systems, and that their multicultural competence is evaluated. This study aims to do exactly that!
Your coaches’ and your athletes’ participation is central to this project. Their participation will
help us gather data related to multicultural competence and help inform the development and
training of future coaches. This data will contribute to on-going research and future publications
related to this important work. This study includes one online survey which should take 20-30
minutes to complete, and your head coaches’ and your student-athletes’ involvement will remain
confidential, and participation is voluntary.
If you would like to help us collect data for this study, please forward this email to all of
your athletic department’s head coaches and all of the student-athletes in your program. In
the case that there is another staff member within the athletic department who is more equipped
to handle matters of diversity, equity, and inclusion and could more closely assist with the
recruitment of participants for the study, could you please send me their contact information
and/or forward this email to them.
If we receive a high response rate from the head coaches and student-athletes at your school, we
will return a summary of the data and results of your program directly to you following the
conclusion of the study. This information can provide an indication of the current level of
multicultural competence amongst your school’s head coaches. The results will also provide you
with a means to evaluate coaching multicultural competence, and provide information that can be
used to enhance coaching education and development within your athletic department.
Below are the links to the online surveys. The first page of the survey will provide participants
with a letter of information; this letter will provide more information about the study and inform
participants of their rights as a research participant. The deadline to complete the survey is
February 28, 2022.
If you have any questions or thoughts related to this process, please contact Lee Arakawa at
lee.arakawa@unco.edu. Thanks!
Here’s the link for head coaches:
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Here’s the link for student-athletes:
Best Regards,
Lee Arakawa, Doctoral Candidate, M.S.
School of Sport and Exercise Science
University of Northern Colorado
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Follow-Up Email to Athletic Directors
Hello,
As a follow-up to the request you received previously, I would like to thank you for your
assistance in recruiting your athletic department’s head coaches and athletes to participate in the
study. If there are head coaches and athletes who have not had the chance to complete the
survey, I would like to ask for you to forward this email out as a reminder. The survey is very
brief, and the responses will help us immensely in evaluating perceptions of multicultural
competence amongst NCAA sport head coaches and athletes.
As a reminder, your school’s participation in the study will be rewarded with a summary of the
school’s results to you following the conclusion of the study. This information can provide an
indication of the current level of multicultural competence amongst your school’s head coaches.
The results will also provide you with a means to evaluate coaching multicultural competence
and provide information that can be used to enhance coaching education and development within
your athletic department.
Here’s the link for head coaches:
Here’s the link for players:
Again, thank you for your time and we will not bother you again.
Best Regards,
Lee Arakawa, Doctoral Candidate, M.S.
School of Sport and Exercise Science
University of Northern Colorado
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Recruitment Email to Coaches
Hello,
My name is Lee Arakawa and I am a Ph.D. student in the social psychology of sport and physical
activity program at the University of Northern Colorado. I am reaching out to you because I
am recruiting participants for research on perceptions of diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI)
within college athletics. My research advisor is Dr. Scott Douglas, and I have received IRB
approval to conduct this study and the personal information of participants will remain
anonymous. The target participants are college athletes and their head coaches. Data collection
will include a brief online survey that will require 15-20 minutes to complete.
I want to reiterate the following:
-Only the head coach and the athletes need to participate
-No identifying information will be published (conference, school, name of coach will all be
replaced to maintain confidentiality)
-Participation will only require a one-time survey taking 15-20 minutes to complete
I believe your program would be a good fit and while there is no direct compensation for
participation, I will be able to provide you with a comprehensive summary of your program's
results. This information can provide an indication of the current level of DEI perceptions within
your athletic program and coaches. The results will also provide you with a means to evaluate
DEI measures and provide information that can be used to enhance coaching education and
development within your athletic department.
To participate:
-If you are an athletic director or staff, please forward this message and the survey links to the
head coaches and athletes within your program.
-If you are a head coach, please complete the survey via the "Head Coach Link" and forward this
message and the "Athlete Link" to the athletes on your team.
Head Coach Link:
Athlete Link:
Following completion of the survey, please let me know if you (head coach and athletes) would
also be interested in participating in a follow-up interview. The interview will take place
virtually and will take 30-60 minutes. Similar to the survey, participation in the interview will be
voluntary and your information and responses will be kept anonymous. The purpose of these
individual interviews will be for the head coach and athletes to provide explanations for their
survey responses. If you are only able to do the survey, but not the interview, that would still be a
great help and very appreciated!
Thank you in advance for your time and consideration! Please contact me
(lee.arakawa@unco.edu, (808) 541-7547) if you have any questions.
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Follow-Up Email to Coaches
Hello,
As a follow-up to the request you received previously, I would like to thank you for your
assistance in recruiting your student-athletes and for completing your portion of the study. There
are some athletes from your team who have yet to complete their survey. Can you please forward
the message provided below to them as a reminder to participate in the survey?
As a reminder, your team's participation in the study will be rewarded with a summary of the
team's results to you following the conclusion of the study. This information can provide an
indication of the current level of DEI perceptions within your athletic program. The results will
also provide you with a means to evaluate DEI measures and provide information that can be
used to enhance coaching education and development within your athletic department.
Again, thank you for your time and help with this important research!
(Here is the message for your student-athletes, *note: if you are the head coach of the men's
and women's teams of the same sport, please send the link to both the men and women
student-athletes you coach.)
Hello Student-Athletes,
This is a reminder of your opportunity to participate in a research study related to diversity and
inclusion in sport. Your participation involves a one-time online survey that requires 15-20
minutes to complete, and your responses will be kept anonymous. Please follow the link below
to complete the survey and contribute to this important research.
Here’s the link for student-athletes:
Thank you in advance and please contact me (lee.arakawa@unco.edu, (808) 541-7547) if you
have any questions.

